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Abstract
This study examined the academic and social-emotional outcomes and teacher perceptions of
the initial implementation of a culturally responsive social-emotional learning Multi-Tiered
System of Support (MTSS) within a culturally homogenous rural Kindergarten Center. For this
study, academic and behavioral student outcomes and teacher perceptions of both the
implementation process and the outcomes of the implementation were explored. A quantitative
ex post facto study based on students’ academic achievement scores and behavioral data, along
with survey research to determine teacher perceptions, compared a cohort of students who
participated in the culturally responsive social-emotional learning MTSS with a cohort that
didn’t. Overall, 113 students were in the 2017-18 cohort that did not participate in the MTSS
while 89 students were in the 2018-19 cohort that did participate in the MTSS. In addition, 14
teachers who participated in the implementation of the MTSS were surveyed. The results
indicated that behavioral outcomes improved but that the improvement was not statistically
significant. Academic outcomes slightly declined, with the change in reading skill scores being
statistically significant between cohorts. Teacher perceptions of the impacts of individual
components of the CR SEL MTSS were positive for each component in each area of impact.
Teacher perceptions were also positive when considering the process used in implementing the
CR SEL MTSS. Utilizing implementation science to develop and implement multi-tiered
systems of support is valuable in ensuring teachers’ positive perceptions of the intervention and
its implementation.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Educational institutions across the United States have yet to find a way to provide the
supports needed for non-white students to demonstrate educational outcomes on par with their
white counterparts. Whether based on measures of attendance, academic achievement, or
graduation, or based on numbers of students referred for special education services or subjected
to exclusionary discipline, schools continue to struggle to meet their goal of improving outcomes
for non-white students. Unfortunately, the contrast between schools’ ability to maintain positive
outcomes for white students and the lack of positive outcomes they produce for American Indian
/ Native American (AI/NA) students is especially stark (Brayboy & Maaka, 2015; de Bray et al.,
2019; NAEP Report Card, 2019a & 2019b; Sarche & Spicer, 2008; U.S. Department of
Education [USDOE], Institute of Education Sciences, 2019a, 2019b, 2019c & 2019d).
Despite decades of research and recommendations regarding strategies to combat these
disparities at both the state and national level, in the state of Minnesota, the gap between AI/NA
students and their white peers persists as one of worst in the nation (Ferguson, 2019; Grunewald
& Nath, 2019; Minnesota Department of Education [MDE], 2017; Shockman, 2019). It is
important to understand the research and recommendations surrounding these disparities to
develop strategies and interventions that are best situated to assist schools in making the needed
changes to help close these achievement gaps.
In 2001, the Learning First Alliance, a coalition of twelve prominent national education
organizations, declared that compared to previous centuries, one of the key challenges in 21stcentury schools would be serving culturally diverse students with a wide range of abilities and
motivations. In the nearly twenty years since then, their declaration has proven itself true in

1

myriad ways (Futrell et al., 2003; Hope & Naff, 2016; Marzano et al., 2017; Spradlin & Parsons,
2008; Sugai et al., 2012). Specifically, identifying evidence-based practices to address the best
ways to meet every need of every student has been the focus of much academic research and an
overarching topic of many well-known books in the field of education since that 2001 report
(see, for example, Gay, 2018; Gregory & Kaufeldt, 2015; Tomlinson, 2017).
Interestingly, a full decade before the Learning First Alliance report, the Indian Nations
at Risk Task Force (1991), provided a blueprint for how to better serve AI/NA students, which
included many of the same core components later included in the Learning First Alliance report.
Both reports found that essential to meeting all students’ needs is the development of schools
where all children feel safe and supported. To that end, the Learning First Alliance (2001)
posited four core components for building safe and supportive schools while the Indian Nations
at Risk Task Force (1991) established ten goals to “guide the improvement of . . . schools that
serve American Indians and Alaska[n] Natives and their communities” (Inside Cover).
More than a decade after the Learning First Alliance (2001) report, the Minnesota
legislature passed the Striving for the World’s Best Workforce (WBWF) bill. This legislation
was designed to “ensure every school in the state is making strides to increase student
performance” (MDE, 2014). Every district in the state is required to develop a plan that
addresses five goal areas, through an advisory committee that includes involvement of the
community during plan development, inclusion of members that reflect the diversity of the
district and its schools, and that make recommendations to the school board (MDE, 2014).
Districts in Minnesota are required to report annually on their progress toward the
WBWF goals. The reporting requirements were updated by the Minnesota Legislature in 2016 to
include information regarding access to diverse teachers, information related to equitable teacher
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distribution, and information describing staff development activities and progress toward staff
development goals (MDE, 2016). Overlap exists between the Indian Nations at Risk Task Force
goals, the Learning First Alliance recommendations, and the World’s Best Workforce legislation.
Table 1 displays the areas of alignment among these three reports.
Clearly, with the level of overlap between the aims outlined in these three separate
reports spanning more than thirty years, there are at least a few abiding principles upon which
educational improvements for AI/NA students can be developed. Like all other students, AI/NA
students need opportunities to come to school ready to learn. They need to be taught by highly
qualified teachers who build positive relationships with their students and who utilize a rigorous
and relevant curriculum. And, they need to have access to culturally responsive (CR) safe and
supportive environments that utilize schoolwide approaches to school climate and discipline with
a continuum of supports for those students who need them to effectively meet each student’s
academic, cultural, spiritual, and social needs.
In pursuit of these principles, for AI/NA and all other students, researchers and educators
have developed numerous practices and programs for schools to implement. However, not all
practices and programs are created equal. For students to achieve the greatest possible outcomes,
educators must use practices and programs that have strong evidence of effectiveness
documented through research. These practices and programs are known as evidence-based
interventions and are a requirement of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as
amended in the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (USDOE Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education, 2016). Three of the most thoroughly described evidence-based
interventions aligned to the principles of improvement outlined as targets for AI/NA students are
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the implementation of high-quality early education programs, the use of social and emotional
learning (SEL) strategies, and the use of CR pedagogy.
Table 1
Alignment of Indian Nations at Risk Task Force Goals, Learning First Alliance
Subcomponents of Safe and Supportive Schools, and World’s Best Workforce Focus Areas
Indian Nations at Risk Task
Force Goalsa

Learning First Alliance
Subcomponent

Readiness for school

World’s Best Workforce
Focus Area
All children are ready to start
Kindergarten

Literacy

Challenging and engaging
curriculum for all students

All third graders can read at
grade level

Student academic

Challenging and engaging
curriculum for all students

All achievement gaps
between students are closed

Achievement
High school graduation

High-quality Native and
non-Native school
personnel

All students graduate from
high school
Respectful, supportive
relationships among and
between students, school staff,
and parents
Involvement of families,
students, school staff, and the
surrounding community

Safe and alcohol-free and
drug-free schools

A physical plant that promotes
safety and community
Schoolwide approaches to
improving school climate,
safety, and discipline
Orderly and focused
classrooms
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Access to diverse teachers
requirement
Equitable teacher distribution
requirement
Staff development plan and
progress reporting
requirement

Table 1 (continued)
Indian Nations at Risk Task
Force Goalsa
Restructuring schools to
effectively meet academic,
cultural, spiritual, and
social needs of students

Learning First Alliance
Subcomponent

World’s Best Workforce
Focus Area

Frequent opportunities for
student participation,
collaboration, service, and
self-direction

WBWF strategic planning,
goals, and reporting
requirements

A continuum of supports for
the few students who need
them
Standards and measures to
support continuous
improvement based on data
Parental, community, and
tribal partnerships

Involvement of families,
students, school staff, and
surrounding community

Advisory committee
requirements

Note: Adapted from “Indian Nations at Risk: An Educational Strategy for Action, Final Report” by the U.S.
Department of Education Indian Nations at Risk Task Force, 1991; “Every Child Learning: Safe and
Supportive Schools,” by the Learning First Alliance, 2001; and “What is the World’s Best Workforce,” by the
Minnesota Department of Education, 2014.
a

Two Indian Nations at Risk Task Force goals do not specifically align with either the Learning First Alliance
components or the WBWF reporting requirements or goals and are therefore not included.

High-quality early education programs have been shown to help narrow or close the
achievement gap between socioeconomically disadvantaged students and their more advantaged
peers on academic measures in third grade (Ansari et al., 2017; Bakken et al., 2017; Bassok et
al., 2018; Ladd, 2017; Williams et al., 2020). High-quality early learning programs leave
students better prepared for school in all areas of development, including socially, emotionally,
and academically (Bakken et al., 2017; Gormley et al., 2011; Meloy et al., 2019; Sun Joo et al.,
2020). Most clearly related to the current study is the fact that a Pre-Kindergarten Task Force
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compiling the scientific knowledge related to the effects of preschool programming found that
“children’s early learning trajectories depend on the quality of their learning experiences not
only before and during their pre-k year, but also following the pre-k year” (Phillips et al, 2017).
Much academic research in just the past few years has focused on SEL in PK-12 school
systems (CASEL, 2019; Dusenbury et al., 2018; Herrenkohl et al., 2019; Sande et al., 2019;
Weissberg et al., 2015). Researchers have broad agreement that teaching SEL in schools results
in positive student outcomes. Meta-analysis of research into school based universal SEL
strategies has indicated that students who were taught SEL skills have “enhanced SEL skills,
attitudes, and positive social behaviors following intervention, and also demonstrated fewer
conduct problems and had lower levels of emotional distress” (Durlak et al., 2011, p.413). And
these same students showed significantly increased academic achievement as well (Durlak et al.,
2011). In fact, social and emotional skills have been shown to be critical not only to being a good
student, but to being a good citizen and worker as well (Weissberg & Cascarino, 2013).
A third area of significant focus in the academic research surrounds the importance of
culturally responsive curriculum, instruction, and behavior management, which have been
correlated with positive school outcomes for students who are culturally and linguistically
diverse (CLD). Studies suggest that CLD students are more engaged, that rates of
disproportionality in suspensions and expulsions can be reduced, and that students have higher
self-esteem, better academic attitudes, and greater overall well-being when schools engage in
culturally responsive pedagogy and practices (Muñiz, 2019; Vincent et al., 2011). As such, a
significant amount of guidance has been provided in the recent literature outlining means and
methods for schools to become more culturally responsive (Farinde-wu et al., 2017; Gay, 2018;
Muñiz, 2019).
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Perhaps most cogent to the nexus between cultural responsivity and SEL are proposals by
Vincent et al. (2011) and reiterated by Parsons (2017) for schools to implement a culturally
responsive system of schoolwide positive behavioral interventions and supports (CR SWPBIS).
In CR SWPBIS, schools utilizing the positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS)
framework disregard the notion that SWPBIS can be culturally neutral and integrate six
additional practices to enhance the framework’s cultural responsivity (Vincent et al., 2011).
These six practices include: 1) enhancing staff members’ cultural knowledge, 2) enhancing staff
members’ cultural self-awareness, 3) validating others’ culture, 4) increasing cultural relevance,
5) establishing cultural validity, and 6) emphasizing cultural equity (Vincent et al., 2011).
Multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) such as SWPBIS have been promoted as a
framework for integrating and implementing evidence-based practices to meet many challenges
within educational systems (Brown-Chidsey & Bickford, 2016; Duginske, 2017, Learning First
Alliance, 2001). In a presentation to the NeMTSS Summit, Carta and Miller Young (2019)
defined MTSS as “a whole-school data-driven framework for improving learning outcomes for
all students delivered through a continuum of evidence-based practices and systems (slide 4).”
No matter the specific definition used, at their core, MTSS are layered levels of supports in
which student needs are identified and addressed using a systematic process of data collection
and decision-making.
To effect system-level change such as the change needed to align an entire school to the
principles and practices of an MTSS, the use of implementation science has been promoted
(Lyon, 2017; Ogden & Fixsen, 2014). Originating in health care, implementation science relies
on three core elements: the nature and level of the evidence, the context or environment into
which the research is to be placed, and the method or way in which the process is facilitated
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(Kitson et al., 1998). Implementation strategies, designed to improve intervention outcomes,
increase the positive impact of the new intervention, practice or service on the targeted
individuals or groups (Lyon, 2017). Examples of implementation strategies in schools include:
conduct local consensus discussions, identify and prepare champions, make training dynamic,
promote adaptability, provide ongoing consultation or coaching, and facilitate relay of data to
school personnel.
System-level change toward the use of evidence-based interventions such as CR
pedagogy and SEL instruction could allow Minnesota schools to make significant progress
toward the principles and goals of the Indian Nations at Risk Task Force, the Learning First
Alliance, and the World’s Best Workforce legislation. And Minnesota districts with large AI/NA
student populations should consider frameworks within which these evidence-based
interventions can be situated so that system-level change can be used to improve the academic,
social, emotional, and behavioral outcomes for AI/NA students in the state.
Statement of the Problem
While research is available regarding the nexus between culturally responsive instruction
and social-emotional curriculum within MTSS, there is limited information available regarding
whether these practices result in similar outcomes in schools where the student population is both
minority and culturally homogenous. Where there is such information, the cultural minorities
studied have been African American and Hispanic (Jagers, 2016). Specifically, very little
information is available regarding the outcomes of implementing culturally responsive socialemotional MTSS (CR-SEL MTSS) in schools with student populations that are majority AI/NA.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this ex post facto study was to determine the academic achievement and
behavioral outcomes of implementing a CR SEL MTSS at an Early Childhood Center serving
Anishinaabe Kindergarteners through comparison of formative assessment scores between a
cohort who participated in the CR SEL MTSS and a cohort that did not participate. The study
determined whether Kindergarten teachers who taught during both the year prior to the CR SEL
MTSS implementation (2017-2018) and the year of the CR SEL MTSS implementation (20182019) perceived differences in school climate and student behavior following the implementation
of the CR SEL MTSS. Finally, this study investigated the kindergarten teachers’ perceptions of
the CR SEL MTSS implementation process.
Research Questions
The following questions were used to guide this study:
1. What differences were there in the overall numbers of office referrals for students in
kindergarten during the 2017-2018 school year who were not exposed to the CR SEL
MTSS and of students in Kindergarten during the 2018-2019 school year who were
exposed to the CR-SEL MTSS?
2. What differences were there in fall to spring growth scores on the Letter Sounds
subtest of the FastBridge Learning earlyReading assessment for students in
kindergarten during the 2017-2018 school year who were not exposed to the CR SEL
MTSS and of students in kindergarten during the 2018-2019 school year who were
exposed to the CR SEL MTSS?
3. What differences were there in fall to spring growth scores on the Number
Identification subtest of the FastBridge Early Learning Mathematics assessment for
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students in kindergarten during the 2017-2018 school year who were not exposed to
the CR-SEL MTSS and of students in kindergarten during the 2018-2019 school year
who were exposed to the CR-SEL MTSS?
4. Following the implementation of a CR SEL MTSS, did kindergarten teachers report
perceived differences in the following areas:
a. cultural responsiveness
b. school climate
c. student behavior and associated social-emotional skills
d. teacher self-efficacy
e. students’ academic and social-emotional readiness for first grade
5. Following the implementation of a CR SEL MTSS, what did kindergarten teachers
report regarding their perception of the implementation process?
Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks
The current study relied upon two conceptual frameworks to inform and assist in
interpreting student outcomes and staff perceptions. First, this study utilized implementation
science to situate and explain the process and strategies used in the implementation of a CR SEL
MTSS. Second, this study used Multi-Tiered Systems of Support to organize multiple evidencebased culturally responsive social-emotional learning interventions and strategies into a cohesive
and comprehensive system that could be studied as a single unit.
Background and Role of the Researcher
I was a central office administrator overseeing special education, early childhood
education, and other student services in the district where the study was conducted. There was a
potential for bias, as I was highly motivated to find interventions that would show growth in
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academic and behavioral outcomes for kindergarten students. Additionally, I hold a master’s
degree and background in educating students with emotional and behavioral disorders, which
may have caused a predisposition to focus on interventions involving social-emotional skills.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions are provided and supported by research to ensure clarity in the
readers’ understanding of the use of these terms throughout the study:
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy
An approach that emphasizes “using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of
reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse students to make learning encounters
more relevant to and effective for them (Gay, 2010).
Evidence-Based Intervention
“An activity, strategy, or intervention that demonstrates a statistically significant effect
on improving student outcomes or other relevant outcomes,” based on one of four levels of
evidence from well-designed and well-implemented studies (USDOE Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education, 2016).
FastBridge Early Learning Assessments
“A comprehensive, simple cloud-based system with Curriculum-Based Measurement and
Computer-Adaptive Tests for universal screening, progress monitoring, MTSS/RTI support,
online scoring, and automated reporting” of K-12 students’ math and reading skills, designed for
early intervention and prevention of deficits and disabilities (Christ et al., 2018, p. 11). This
study relies on data from the FastBridge earlyReading and earlyMath tests. The earlyReading test
is comprised of 13 evidence-based subtests while earlyMath is comprised of 17 evidence-based
subtests. Various subtests are administered at the kindergarten and 1st grade levels depending on
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the purpose of the testing session (screener, progress monitoring, or comprehensive assessment)
and each subtest is designed to take approximately one to three minutes per student (Christ et al.,
2018). Specifically, this study utilizes the Letter Sound subtest of the earlyReading test and the
Number Identification subtest of the earlyMath test.
Implementation
“The methods associated with reliably using evidence-based programs to benefit students
in typical education settings (Fixsen et al., 2010, p. 31).”
Implementation Science
“The scientific study of methods to promote the systematic uptake of clinical research
findings and other evidence-based practices into routine practice (ICeBERG, 2006).”
Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS)
A whole-school data-driven framework designed to meet the academic and behavioral
needs and improve the learning outcomes for all students through the use of a continuum of
evidence-based instructional supports and targeted interventions of increasing intensity matched
to student need (Carta & Miller Young, 2019; Morrison et al., 2014).
Professional Learning Community (PLC)
A Professional Learning Community (PLC) is “a group of educators that meets regularly,
shares expertise, and works collaboratively to improve teaching skills and the academic
performance of students” (Great Schools Partnership, 2014).
School Climate
“School climate reflects how members of the school community experience the school,
including interpersonal relationships, teacher and other staff practices, and organizational
arrangements. School climate includes factors that serve as conditions for learning and that
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support physical and emotional safety, connection and support, and engagement. A positive
school climate reflects attention to fostering social and physical safety, providing support that
enables students and staff to realize high behavioral and academic standards as well as
encouraging and maintaining respectful, trusting, and caring relationships throughout the school
community” (USDOE Office of Safe and Healthy Students, 2016, p.1).
Social-Emotional Learning (SEL)
Social-Emotional Learning is defined by the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and
Emotional Learning (CASEL) as “the process through which children and adults understand and
manage emotions, set and achieve positive goals, feel and show empathy for others, establish and
maintain positive relationships, and make responsible decisions (CASEL, 2019).
Teacher Self-Efficacy
Teacher self-efficacy refers to a teacher’s belief in his or her own ability to put together
and implement the steps needed to effectively manage each of the situations that arise during the
act of teaching. (Bandura, 1997). Teacher self-efficacy “regulates choice, effort, and persistence
in the face of obstacles and in concert with the emotional state of the individual . . . Personal
efficacy judgements have been found to have substantial predictive power for performance
across a range of tasks and behaviors” (Bray-Clark & Bates, 2003).
Limitations and Delimitations of Study
There are factors that may influenced the validity and generalizability of the results of the
study.
1. The final year of this study was interrupted by the COVID-19 global pandemic,
which led to the inability to collect or compare data from the 2019-20 school year,
which was originally planned as part of the study.
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2. The study was delimited to kindergarten students who attended a rural early
childhood center in northcentral Minnesota during the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019
school years. The results may not be generalizable to other schools.
3. The student groups utilized for this research have a demographically homogenous
population, with nearly 100% of students registered as AI/NA. Over 80% of students
are classified as economically disadvantaged due to qualification for free or reduced
lunch. Approximately 20% of students in the overall school district receive special
education, although that percentage is lower for kindergarten students due to
timelines for referral and evaluation. Each of these factors may have impacted the
results and interpretation of the results. The results may not be generalizable to
schools with populations that differ with regard to demographics, socioeconomics, or
disability status.
4. Several different social-emotional supports were implemented at the same time as
part of the CR SEL MTSS. This study could not distinguish between these separate
supports regarding which supports had what level of impact on the overall outcomes.
5. Student academic outcomes were measured by the FastBridge Early Learning suite of
assessments. Other assessments could have garnered different student data and
results.
6. Although not a direct supervisor of the programs or staff involved in the CR SEL
MTSS, I was the Director of Special Services for the district where this study
occurred, and I participated in the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS. This may
have impacted the results and their interpretation.
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7. Fidelity of implementation for each of the components of the CR SEL MTSS were
not measured during the first year of implementation, which required an assumption
that there was a basic level of fidelity across the components of the CR SEL MTSS so
that outcomes from its first year of implementation could be studied.
Organization of the Study
This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 has presented an introduction to
Culturally Responsive Social-Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (CR-SEL
MTSS), the statement of the problem, research questions, significance of the study, definition of
terms, limitations and delimitations of the study, and assumptions made during the research.
Chapter 2 will present an overview of current and related literature regarding the issues regarding
culturally responsive teaching, social-emotional learning, and multi-tiered systems of support. It
includes a historical perspective on the development of these three concepts and an overview of
the research into their applicability to school improvement efforts including information about
both academic and behavioral outcomes for students. Chapter 3 contains a discussion of the
methodology and procedures used to gather data used for this study. This chapter contains
information regarding population, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis methods.
Additionally, limitations and assumptions of the study are reviewed, and ethical considerations
are addressed. The findings of this study are presented in Chapter 4, including an outline of preand post-assessment results from before and after the implementation of the CR-SEL MTSS as
well as teacher perception data related to school climate and student academic and behavioral
readiness. A summary of the study’s findings, conclusions, discussion and recommendations for
further research and practice is presented in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Related Literature
Minority students are at a significant disadvantage on nearly every measure of academic
and behavioral proficiency or success across the United States (de Bray et al., 2019; USDOE,
Institute of Education Sciences, 2019a, 2019b, 2019c, & 2019d). Minnesota has some of the
greatest disparities between white and non-white students in the country (Ferguson, 2019;
Grunewald & Nath, 2019; Minnesota Department of Education [MDE], 2017; Shockman, 2019;
Stratis Health, 2018). Unfortunately, AI/NA students in Minnesota have some of the most
disparate measures of all minority groups when compared to their white counterparts
(Grunewald, 2018; MDE, 2017; Stratis Health, 2018).
Because of these disparities at both the federal and state level, significant research has
been conducted over the past three decades into means and methods of closing the academic and
behavioral achievement gap for minority students (Chen, 2007; Learning First Alliance, 2001).
A multitude of theories, frameworks, and interventions have been hypothesized, developed, and
implemented over the course of more than thirty years. Some of these frameworks and
interventions have shown promise in leveling the playing field for non-white students.
While a large number of evidence-based or promising practices have emerged, three
practices that have received significant attention in the recent literature surrounding the reduction
of racial disparities in schools include high-quality early education programs (Bakken et al.,
2017; Bassok et al., 2018; Duke University Center for Child and Family Policy, 2017; Williams
et al., 2020), culturally responsive practices (Boon & Lewthwaite, 2016; Farinde-wu et al., 2017;
Gay, 2018; Kozleski, 2010) and social-emotional learning (Bavarian et al., 2013; CASEL, 2019;
Durlak et al., 2011; Moreira et al., 2014; Weissberg et al., 2015). All of these practices have been
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studied both nationally and internationally, due to similar disparities between racial and ethnic
groups around the world (Gay, 2015; Kidwell & Penton Herrera, 2019; McCallops et al., 2019;
Podmore, 1993).
The framework for educational intervention known as multi-tiered systems of support
(MTSS) has been shown to be an effective means of conceptualizing, organizing, and
implementing both academic and behavioral interventions in school settings (Lane et al., 2015;
Witzel & Clarke, 2015). And, since all three of these interventions have shown promise, some
researchers have proposed integrating them to further boost academic and behavioral outcomes.
For example, Parsons (2016 & 2017), Sugai et al. (2012), and Vincent et al. (2011) all argue for
integrating an MTSS framework, such as Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS),
with culturally responsive practices. Most often, when studied as a means of closing the gap
between white and non-white students, these interventions are targeted to and outcomes are
measured for African American students specifically or all non-white students more generally.
Impact of intervention on American Indian/Native American students is rarely targeted and
frequently is not even reported due to inadequate representation in the sample or population
studied.
Importance of Research
Native American children across the country find themselves largely excluded from the
educational outcomes that could potentially assist with many other societal ills faced by their
communities. For example, the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP), a biannual
national academic achievement assessment, shows a decades long trend of Native American
students scoring lower in reading and math at both 4th and 8th grades, when compared to every
other racial and ethnic group except for Black/African American students (USDOE Institute for
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Educational Sciences, 2019a, 2019b, 2019c & 2019d). Compared to other racial and ethnic
groups, it is clear the overall academic achievement levels for AI/NA students in the United
States are floundering. In fact, Native American students were the only subgroup whose 8th
grade mathematics and reading scores trended downward between 2000 and 2019, widening the
achievement gap between AI/NA and white students during that timeframe (Brayboy & Maaka,
2015; NAEP Report Card, 2019a & 2019b).
In terms of college-readiness skills, common measures such as the norm-referenced SAT
and ACT show AI/NA students achieving average scores that are statistically significantly lower
than their white peers. Brayboy and Maaka (2015) reviewed data from the National Center for
Educational Statistics (NCES) to find that “AI/NA students averaged 45 points lower than their
white peers on the critical reading section and 47 points lower on the SAT math exam” (78).
Additionally, AI/NA students are the least likely racial or ethnic group to complete high school
in the country (de Bray et al., 2019; Brayboy & Maaka, 2015; Sarche & Spicer, 2008).
Greater math and reading skills, leading to higher graduation rates and a greater
percentage of American Indian students going on to postsecondary education could lead to better
outcomes in other areas of life. Finding strategies that can help students start out their school
careers on a greater path toward success could create a chain reaction of greater academic
outcomes, higher graduation rates, and greater post-secondary success, leading to more Native
Americans in positions of knowledge and power to develop culturally responsive approaches to
myriad other social struggles. No matter whether these grandiose outcomes come to fruition,
researching the ways in which a more solid foundation can be built, upon which AI/NA students
can learn and grow, is an important area of exploration that is not highlighted in current
literature.

18

Evidence-Based Practices Showing Promise for Improving AI/NA Student Outcomes
Three strategies for broadly improving non-white students’ educational outcomes that
show a good deal of promise for specific application to populations of AI/NA students include
high-quality early education programming, culturally responsive practices, and social-emotional
learning. Each of these strategies is explored in greater detail to describe the literature related to
each strategy and to elaborate upon how the strategy might be utilized to improve academic
outcomes for AI/NA students. Additionally, the impact of each of these strategies on school
climate is described.
High-Quality Early Childhood and Kindergarten Programs
Given the high rates of poverty among AI/NA communities, some research has suggested
the widening achievement gap and overrepresentation in special education among AI/NA
students can be attributed to a lack of school readiness, which has been highly correlated with
students from a disadvantaged socioeconomic background (Bakken et al., 2017; Center on
Standards and Assessments Implementation (CSAI), 2019; Hibel et al., 2008; North Carolina
General Assembly, 2019). Interestingly, this research is supported by a review of the level of
AI/NA representation in various disability categories. In those disability categories with criteria
specific to physical disabilities, such as the orthopedic impairment category, AI/NA students are
represented in a way that is statistically equal to their white peers. However, in disability
categories with a focus on broader skills, such as the developmental delay category, which looks
at young children’s skill level in the language/communication, physical, cognitive,
social/emotional and adaptive development domains, AI/NA children qualify for and receive
services at a rate much higher than the general population (de Brey et al., 2019). Lack of school
readiness is also supported as a contributing factor to achievement gap and disproportionate
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representation in discipline and special education programming for AI/NA students, because it is
well documented that children who are raised in poverty are much less likely to come to school
with expected readiness skills than are their socioeconomically advantaged counterparts (Duke
University Center for Child and Family Policy, 2017; Sarche & Spicer, 2008; Williams et al.,
2020). Since AI/NA children are more than twice as likely than their white peers to live in
poverty, the correlation becomes even stronger between AI/NA children and overall lower levels
of school readiness and future academic outcomes (Sarche & Spicer, 2008).
Multiple studies on the outcomes for students who participated in high-quality early
childhood education have been conducted over the past five years. Although not specific to
AI/NA students, multiple racial/ethnic groups were represented in each of the studies’ samples as
were students with low socioeconomic status. The data clearly showed that high-quality early
childhood education positively impacted students’ academic educational outcomes such as
higher scores on standardized tests (Ansari et al., 2017; Bakken et al., 2017; Bassok et al., 2018;
Duke University Center for Child and Family Policy, 2017; Williams et al., 2020).
However, the studies measuring behavioral outcomes were mixed in their findings.
Bakken et al. (2017) found that students who attended preschool had better attendance, fewer
behavioral referrals, reduced levels of special education placement, and significantly greater
social skills than their counterparts later in elementary school. Bassok et al. (2018) found that
students who attended preschool were more likely to display externalizing behaviors than their
peers. Thus, combining high-quality early childhood experiences with other strategies shown to
improve students’ behavioral outcomes is important in addressing overall outcomes for minority
and disadvantaged students, including those who are AI/NA.
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Social Emotional Learning
Social-emotional learning has been a growing theme in the academic literature for
decades and emerged as a prominent area of discussion in the literature in the early 1990’s
(Hoffman, 2009). Thousands of articles, books, and dissertations have been written regarding the
various facets of implementation and the many potential outcomes of social-emotional learning
interventions in just the past few years (see, for example, Bavarian et al., 2013; Duginske, 2017;
Jagers, 2016; Martinez, 2016; Herrenkohl et al., 2019; Sabey et al., 2017; Starnes, 2017; Zissner
et al., 2014). Major meta-analyses of such studies have been conducted and have found
important positive effects on students’ academic achievement, behavioral outcomes, and social
skills (Sklad et al., 2012; Taylor et al., 2017).
Recently, researchers have more fully explored the intersection of race and socialemotional learning. Gregory and Fergus (2017) propose that the field has primarily attempted to
be colorblind in its application of SEL; leading to “notions of SEL [that] don’t consider power,
privilege, and cultural difference – thus ignoring how individual beliefs and structural biases can
lead educators to reach harshly to behaviors that fall outside a white cultural frame of reference
(p. 117).” To avoid falling into the trap of colorblind SEL, Gregory and Fergus (2017), argue
equity must be a primary lens of any SEL strategy or practice, especially when SEL is being
adopted as a school- or districtwide initiative.
Although different researchers have defined SEL in slightly different terms, in general,
the goals of SEL programs are to help students develop skills in five related areas, including selfawareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible decisionmaking (CASEL, 2019; Weissberg et al., 2015). See Figure 1 for an illustration of the CASEL
(2019) Framework of SEL Competencies.

21

Thus, one broadly accepted definition of SEL is “the process through which children and
adults understand and manage emotions, set and achieve positive goals, feel and show empathy
for others, establish and maintain positive relationships, and make responsible decisions”
(CASEL, 2019). Clearly, school systems in which students and adults consistently engage in
each of these five key behaviors would be well on their way to being safe and supportive
environments in which every child can learn. While the short-term goals of social and emotional
learning are to promote skill development in the five core SEL areas, the longer-term goals are to
provide a foundation for students to “possess the basic competencies, work habits, and values for
engaged post-secondary education, meaningful careers, and constructive citizenship” (Dymnicki
et al., 2013; Weissberg & Cascarino, 2013, p. 10).
Interestingly, SEL has been established as not only a valuable practice in addressing the
needs of the school community more broadly, but, it has also been shown as an effective means
of increasing levels of academic achievement and decreasing problem behavior in individuals
and targeted groups of students as well (Belfield et al., 2015; Moreira et al., 2014; Sabey, et al.,
2017; Starnes, 2017). In fact, in a meta-analysis of 213 studies regarding school-based universal
interventions for SEL, Durlak et al. (2011) found that students who participated in SEL programs
showed an 11-percentile point gain in academic achievement and greatly improved their social
skills, attitudes, and behavior compared to students who had not participated in such programs.
“Children gain the most from school when they learn how to process emotions and interact
successfully in social settings” (Herrenkohl et al., 2019, p.1).
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Figure 1
Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning Framework for SEL Competencies

Note. Framework graphic retrieved from casel.org.

Important to the areas of adversity outside of the educational outcomes faced by AI/NA
youth, SEL strategies have been shown to reduce peer violence, reduce youth alcohol, tobacco,
and drug use, lower rates of depression, anxiety, and suicidal thoughts and attempts, positively
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impact rates of delinquency, and lower student involvement in crime (Centers for Disease
Control & Prevention, 2019). Overall, SEL is an effective method for reducing negative social
interactions, increasing academic achievement, and addressing multiple areas of adversity faced
by AI/NA youth (CSAI, 2019). However, of great importance is the advice of Herrenkohl et al.
(2019), in which they state that “it is understood that a one-size-fits-all approach to teaching SEL
is ill advised and that schools must retain the ability to tailor content of any program to their
particular setting and student population (p. 2).
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy
Increasingly, the student population in the United States is culturally and linguistically
diverse (CLD; U.S. Department of Education, 2018). This changing demographic creates a call
to action for a primarily white and middle-class education system, to best meet the needs of
students who have different cultural and linguistic backgrounds than do their teachers (U.S.
Department of Education, 2020). Drawing on the important work of Gay (2010), Nieto et al.
(2008), Ladson-Billings (2009) and others, culturally responsive teaching (CRT) or culturally
responsive pedagogy (CRP) is one important way to address this call to action (Aceves &
Orosco, 2014).
In the second edition of her seminal work on the topic, Gay (2010) defined CRT as an
approach that emphasizes “using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference,
and performance styles of ethnically diverse students to make learning encounters more relevant
to and effective for them (31).” Among many areas in which positive changes CRP can be made,
Gay (2010) lists student-teacher relationships, classroom climate, and self-awareness as
fundamental. Oskineegish (2015) found that among educators working with First Nations
students in Canada, the ways in which they recommend targeting these fundamental areas is
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through educator self-reflection, communication, and community engagement, and bringing the
right kind of attitude to their work.
To successfully implement CRT/CRP, teachers must display cultural and linguistic
competence (CLC). The National Clearinghouse on Supportive School Discipline
comprehensively describes CLC. “Cultural and linguistic competence refers to the beliefs,
behaviors, knowledge, skills, and systems through which individuals and organizations
demonstrate empathy and understanding of and respect for the values, historical context,
expectations, language, and experiences of a diverse population” (National Clearinghouse on
Supportive School Discipline, 2019). “Culturally responsive schooling (CRS) takes cultural and
linguistic competence one step further as a means of having schools make sense to students who
are not part of the dominant culture” (Klug & Whitfield, 2003, p. 151). See Figure 2 for a
description of eight key competencies for CRT as developed by New America.
As noted by Squires (2016), “when teachers lack cultural competence, any gap between
students’ home life and school life can disadvantage learners (p. 4)”. This disadvantage occurs
when differences in cultural understanding between students and teachers generates a “diversity
rift, where students’ culture and ethnic background are not incorporated into the planning and
delivery of instruction and the implementation of behavioral supports (Moreno & Gaytan, 2013,
p. 89).” Successful CRS demands that teachers know and understand their own world,
acknowledge that it is not the same world as everyone else’s, and then learn their students’
worlds so they can design an education that honors the diversity of the learners in their
classrooms (Squires, 2016).
Specifically related to AI/NA student populations, a culturally sensitive school climate
has been identified as one important aspect of successful CRS (Pewewardy & Cahape, 2003).
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School climates that marginalize or penalize non-white students for minor offenses further widen
the gap between those students and their school. Bergstrom et al. (2003) present a culturally

Figure 2
Eight Competencies for Culturally Responsive Teaching as developed by New America

Note. Retrieved from Culturally Responsive Teaching: A 50-State Survey of Teaching
Standards.
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sensitive school as one that helps students become culturally connected through multiple means,
including participation in cultural activities and participation in a school where they can learn to
feel more comfortable living in both the Native community and the mainstream schools
(identified as living in ‘both worlds’). CRS, then, should connect Native American culture,
values, and history, with AI/NA students’ day-to-day classroom experiences (Nolan, 2013). So,
too, CRS challenges teachers to keep track of what works with AI/NA students in the classroom
because it is broadly accepted that “AI/[NA] students who have access to culturally relevant
curriculum. . . and who possess positive identities as AI/[AN] people are predicted to have higher
grades, higher self-esteem, and lower dropout rates” (Brayboy & Maaka, 2015, p. 83; Nolan,
2013).
School Climate
School climate is a broad term used to describe the overall experiences of the members of
the school community. It includes factors that support teaching and learning, such as feeling safe
and supported, having strong interpersonal relationships, and having high levels of student
engagement. “A positive school climate reflects attention to fostering social and physical safety,
providing support that enables students and staff to realize high behavioral and academic
standards as well as encouraging and maintaining respectful, trusting, and caring relationships
throughout the school community” (USDOE Office of Safe and Healthy Students, 2016, p.1).
High quality early education programs can serve as an introduction to positive school
climate for a school’s youngest students. SEL practices help bolster students’ interpersonal
relationship skills through a focus on the five SEL competencies (CASEL, 2019; Weissberg et
al., 2015) while culturally responsive pedagogy allows for students to see themselves in the
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school’s curriculum and instruction, leading to higher levels of overall engagement (Bergstrom
et al., 2003; Gay, 2010; Pewewardy & Cahape, 2003).
Over the course of the past five decades, researchers have outlined four major aspects of
a school that shape its climate (Anderson, 1982; Freiberg, 1999). These dimensions have been
categorized as safety, teaching and learning, relationships, and environmental-structural (Cohen
et al., 2009). The safety dimension involves both physical and social-emotional safety while the
environmental-structural dimension examines things such as a school’s cleanliness and size.
A few of the key indicators of school climate within the teaching and learning dimension
include quality of instruction and high expectations for student achievement (Cohen et al., 2009)
and frequent monitoring and reporting of student progress (Loukas, 2007). Some key indicators
of school climate within the relationships dimension include positive interpersonal relationships
and the degree to which student, teachers, and staff contribute to decision-making at the school
(Cohen et al., 2009) as well as equitable and fair treatment of students and the degree of
competition and social comparison between students (Loukas, 2007).
Multi-Tiered Systems of Support as a Framework for Evidence-Based Practices
MTSS as a framework for educational intervention has evolved from earlier iterations of
tiered systems of support such as Response to Intervention (RtI) and Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports (PBIS). PBIS was first conceptualized in the late 1980’s and early
1990’s by Colvin et al., and fellow researchers. PBIS came into the consciousness of education
systems across the United States when it was included in the 1997 reauthorization of the
Individuals with Disabilities Act (Sugai & Simonsen, 2012). Later research by Sugai and
Horner, through their work with the Center for PBIS and the National Technical Assistance
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Center on PBIS provides the foundation for nearly all other PBIS research and implementation,
which has continued to expand and to be refined.
Primary to the MTSS framework are layered tiers of support, frequently depicted as a
pyramid with the base including the broadest supports and the peak representing the most
targeted or individualized supports. Figure 3 displays a commonly used graphic representation of
MTSS including a quality improvement process that relies on principles of Implementation
Science. Interventions and supports are categorized into tiers depending upon the population to
which they are provided as well as their frequency and intensity. The goal is to identify student
needs and match those needs to available resources to achieve high rates of student success for
all students (Romer et al., 2018). One common definition of MTSS is “a whole-school, datadriven, prevention-based framework through which educators can provide a continuum of
supports to address varying student needs” (Massengale et al., 2020).
Tier 1
The literature surrounding MTSS varies in the way it identifies Tier 1 supports. In
various studies, Tier 1 supports (also referred to as Tier I supports) are listed as Universal, Large
Group, and or Core interventions. However, the primary function of Tier 1 supports is common
across the research: Tier 1 supports are preventative evidence-based interventions and practices
available to all students in all settings in a school (Beal et al., 2018; Djabrayan-Hannigan &
Hauser, 2015; Lane et. al, 2015; Massengale et al., 2020; Rodriguez et al., 2016). Examples of
Tier 1 SEL supports that might be implemented as part of an MTSS include a curriculum for
teaching social awareness and self-management skills, the use of common language and common
expectations across school settings, defining and teaching behavioral expectations, and effective
error correction through a continuum of consequences for problem behaviors (Adamson et al.,
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2019; Belser et al., 2016; Djabrayan-Hannigan & Hauser, 2015; Massengale et al., 2020). Tier 1
interventions are designed to effectively serve 80 – 85% of students in a school (Belser et al.,
2016).

Figure 3
Multi-Tiered System of Support including Plan, Do, Study, Act Quality Improvement Process

Note. Retrieved from positivebehaviorresources.org.
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Tier 2
Like Tier 1 supports, Tier 2 supports are referred to in several different ways throughout
the literature. Tier 2, or Tier II, supports, can be termed small group, selected, or supplementary.
The primary purpose of Tier 2 supports is to efficiently target resources to interventions that are
likely to result in positive outcomes for many students who are at risk for recurring social,
emotional, and behavioral concerns despite access to Tier 1 universal supports (Rodriguez et al.,
2016; Yong & Cheney, 2013). Tier 2 supports might involve an increased dosage of a Tier 1
intervention or could involve a more intensive intervention targeting the same or similar skills
(Belser et al., 2016; Rodriguez et al., 2016; Yong & Cheney, 2013). For example, a common
Tier 2 support is targeted social skills training, which can be an increased dosage of the social
skills curriculum used in Tier 1 or a more intensive social-skills training program focused on
specific social skills. Tier 2 interventions are designed to effectively serve 10 – 15% of students
in a school (Rodriguez et al., 2016; Yong & Cheney, 2013).
Tier 3
Tier 3, or Tier III, supports are also known as individual, targeted, or intensive
interventions. The third tier is frequently the most intensive tier of supports within an MTSS.
Students who receive Tier 3 intervention continue to receive Tier 1 and Tier 2 supports
(Djabrayan-Hannigan & Hannigan, 2018). Examples of Tier 3 social-emotional-behavioral
interventions include individual counseling, functional behavioral assessment with a behavior
intervention plan, and behavioral contracts (Adamson et al., 2019; Belser et al., 2016). Tier 3
interventions are individualized to the needs of the 1 - 5% of students in a school (Belser et al.,
2016).
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Implementation Science as a Means of Implementing Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
A frequently cited area for improvement across the field of education is in the
implementation of evidence-based educational strategies or programs (Blasé et al., 2012; Durlak
et al., 2011; Fixsen et al., 2009). For any strategy or program to work as intended, it must be
implemented and sustained. “Implementing and sustaining new practices involves a host of
complex and interrelated problems, including issues related to the practice of being promoted,
users, and the institutional context” (Cook & Odom, 2013). The end-goal is to have everyone
involved in a program or strategy implementing it with high-degrees of fidelity (Fixsen et al.,
2009). Employing the tenets of implementation science can drive high-fidelity implementation
and help lead to intended outcomes.
Multiple frameworks have been identified within the world of implementation science to
help schools support specific programs. These frameworks typically share several common
themes or practices, including stages or phases of implementation, multilevel systems of
implementation, and a bidirectional relationship between settings and evidence-based practices
utilized within the implementation process (Lyon, 2017). In 2005, Dr. Dean Fixsen and
researchers at the National Implementation Research Network (NIRN) released a synthesis of
implementation research across disciplines (aiHub, Handout 1). This synthesis allowed NIRN to
develop five primary frameworks for implementation, which they termed Active Implementation
Frameworks.
The five Active Implementation Frameworks include Usable Innovations,
Implementation Teams, Implementation Drivers, Implementation Stages, and Improvement
Cycles (Fixsen et al., 2009). The Active Implementation Frameworks provide a means of
implementing a selected practice and allow for analysis of problems that cause barriers to
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implementation. In fact, NIRN (2017) defines implementation science as a “study of factors that
influence the full and effective use of innovations in practice.” A brief overview of each of the
five Active Implementation Frameworks is provided here, with a more in-depth look at Usable
Innovations and Implementation Stages as the frameworks most heavily utilized in the current
study.
Usable Innovations
A usable innovation is defined as an intervention that is well-operationalized and
“teachable, learnable, doable, and readily assessed in practice” so that it can be effectively used
to reach all students for whom it is intended (aiHub, Handout 1). The core components of the
intervention must be clearly defined. Preferably, the intervention will have been so welloperationalized that it can be replicated in other programs or organizations and its outcomes can
be measured such that it can be identified as an evidence-based practice (Blasé et al., 2012). An
intervention that is not usable should never make it past the exploration stage of implementation.
Implementation Teams
One accepted definition of implementation teams is “a core group of individuals who are
well qualified and representative of the stakeholders and ‘system’ and who are charged with
guiding the overall implementation of the intervention from exploration through to full
implementation” (Blasé et al., 2012, p.16). Thus, implementation teams are comprised of the
practitioners who support the overall implementation process. Teams “define an infrastructure to
help assure dramatically and consistently improved student outcomes” (aiHub, Handout 1).
Implementation Drivers
Implementation drivers, also known as implementation components, are designed to work
in tandem to provide high levels of competency in the practitioners carrying out an intervention
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(aiHub, Handout 1; Bertram et al., 2015; Fixsen et al., 2009). Seven core implementation
components have been identified in implementing and sustaining effective innovations in the
human services fields. These include recruitment and selection, preservice training, consultation
and coaching, staff performance evaluation, decision support data systems, facilitative
administrative supports, and systems interventions (Fixsen et al., 2009; Fixsen et al., 2010).
These seven drivers are grouped into three larger groups, termed competency,
organization, and leadership (Fixsen et al., 2010). Organizations require ongoing focus on all
three groups of drivers to initiate and sustain the evidence-based practice being implemented. In
fact, implementation drivers can also be seen as “leverage points in a system to influence staff
competency, to create enabling organization and systems conditions, and to guide appropriate
leadership approaches” (Blasé et al., 2012, p.16). School leaders can use implementation drivers
to create, guide, and change the systems necessary for effective implementation of initiatives
such as MTSS. Obviously, implementation drivers are all about the people who will be involved
in the implementation of a given intervention. In education, this means recruiting and training
teachers and staff to “maximize the effective, efficient, and consistent use of their skills with
students” (Fixsen, et al., 2009).
Implementation Stages
NIRN defines implementation stages to “outline the integrated, non-linear process of
deciding to use an effective innovation and finally having it fully in place to realize the promised
outcomes” (aiHub, Handout 1). In their work with NIRN, Fixsen et al. (2009), identified six
functional stages of implementation, including exploration, installation, initial implementation,
full implementation, sustainability, and innovation. While the stages are non-linear and impact
one another throughout the implementation process, this framework can be used to help
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organizations think about strategies, determine which intervention to target, make decisions
around how to best implement the intervention, and establish processes to sustain the
intervention once it has been fully implemented (Blase et al., 2012).
Exploration. Sometimes labeled exploration and adoption, this first stage of
implementation is dedicated to the careful consideration of the individual components of the
proposed intervention to determine whether to move forward with the implementation process
(Bertram et al., 2015). Clearly, a problem or concern to be addressed must first be identified and
an intervention to address the problem or concern must then be proposed. One key component to
consider is the match between the population with which the intervention will be used. Other
important considerations include the intervention’s basis in theory, the resources needed versus
available to implement the intervention successfully, and the key “elements, activities, and
phases,” of the intervention (Bertram et al., 2015). The exploration stage is commonly thought of
as the stage in which staff buy-in must be achieved and a formal implementation plan must be
developed (Blasé et al., 2012).
Installation. Upon a decision to move forward with a given intervention, a systematic
assessment of implementation drivers must be undertaken as what is termed the installation stage
of implementation (Bertram et al., 2015; Blasé et al., 2012). During this stage, needs for staff
training are identified, as are procedures and protocols for measuring the success and fidelity of
the intervention (Bertram et al., 2015). Structural and organizational changes are made (Blasé et
al., 2012). And, funding streams may need to be identified and secured, additional necessary
resources must be named, and the organization must be prepared for the upcoming
implementation to avoid having the intervention fail in the future (Bertram et al., 2015; Blasé et
al., 2012).
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Initial Implementation. During the initial implementation stage, the status quo is
challenged as the new intervention is started. This can cause a destabilization of the system as
team members learn and grow into their new roles and begin using the new intervention Blasé et
al., 2012). Implementation teams must assess, learn, and adjust “systematically and systemically
rather than seeking technical solutions to each challenge in isolation from other concerns and
challenges” (Bertram et al., 2015, p. 481). Clear and consistent leadership with data-based
decision-making is necessary to ensure that the entire team continues to make progress and to
ensure that problem-solving occurs when and where it is needed (Bertram et al., 2015; Blasé et
al., 2012).
Full Implementation. When an intervention has been successfully navigated through the
exploration, installation, and initial implementation stages, there is an opportunity for it to reach
full implementation. In this stage, the intervention is being implemented with fidelity across the
organization and is achieving its intended outcomes (Bertram et al., 2015). The intervention can
be seen as fully operational at this stage of implementation.
Full implementation also means that teachers and staff carry out the intervention with
confidence, proficiency, and skill; administrators support and facilitate the new practices;
and parents and the communities who have participated in the process also have
embraced and adapted to the new program. (Blasé et al., 2012, p.20).
Measuring fidelity is a key component of full implementation as it can assist implementation
teams in determining the degree to which implementation is occurring across a system or
organization as well as identifying the intervention’s effectiveness in addressing the original
problem or concern (Blasé et al., 2012).
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Sustainability. Implementation teams who have thought ahead will have identified
means of maintaining an intervention once it has reached full implementation. This ability to
maintain the intervention is known as the sustainability (Blasé et al., 2012). Blasé et al. (2012)
note that sustainability is frequently thought of in two main areas: financial sustainability and
programmatic sustainability. Implementation teams must identify the time and resources to
maintain financial sustainability of an intervention while also identifying means and methods of
ensuring the underlying support structure remains in place. This includes planning for how new
staff will gain the necessary understanding and skill to implement the intervention with fidelity
and what will happen if there is turnover in a key leadership position (Blasé et al., 2012).
Innovation. Blasé et al. (2012) warn that while innovation and adaptation may be
necessary to ensure continued implementation of an intervention, implementation teams should
define the core components of the intervention and disallow changes except for adaptations
outside of the core components. Additionally, they state that implementation teams should not
allow adaptation or innovation until after an intervention has reached full implementation with
fidelity. Following these two recommendations will allow implementation teams to sustain an
intervention while allowing for necessary adaptation over time (Blasé et al., 2012).
Improvement Cycles
Improvement cycles are a framework that can be used for organizations to “support
systematic and intentional change” (aiHub, Handout 1). NIRN identifies three improvement
cycles organizations can use in implementing effective innovations as intended. Each of the three
improvement cycles is based in the Plan, Do, Study, Act Cycle (PDSA). “During PDSA cycles,
practitioners ‘Plan’ a change to be tested, ‘Do’ the test, ‘Study’ the data they collected during the
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test, and ‘Act’ on what they have learned from the test by abandoning, revising, or scaling up the
change (Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2017).
The three improvement cycles include Rapid-Cycle Problem Solving, Usability Testing,
and Practice-Policy Communication Cycles (aiHub, Handout 14). Rapid-cycle problem solving
is utilized when an implementation team identifies improvements to be made in the short-term
while usability testing and practice-policy communication cycles might be employed when
longer-term improvement goals are identified (Blasé et al., 2012). The length of the improvement
cycle is variable dependent on the questions being asked the type of change being sought
(Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2017). In the end, all improvement cycles aim “to improve the impact,
fit, and sustainability of the program or practice” (Blasé et al., 2012, p. 17).
Historic and Contemporary Adversity Faced by AI/NA Students
In Minnesota, as is true across the country, AI/NA children and adults face significant
adversity in nearly every facet of life when compared to their white non-Hispanic counterparts,
including:
•

Increased risk of low birthweight and more than twice the infant mortality rate,
resulting from fewer than half of pregnant AI/NA women receiving adequate
prenatal care and higher rates of drug use and smoking during the last three
months of pregnancy,

•

Increased exposure to both food insecurity and rates of obesity,

•

Disproportionate levels of involvement with the child protection system, with
nearly 10% of AI/NA children involved in that system in 2015 and with 17
times the rate of out-of-home placements,

•

Slightly more than half the average per capita income,

38

•

Significantly lower levels of employment and post-secondary education and
significantly higher levels of homelessness and incarceration,

•

Greater rates of depression symptoms, post-traumatic stress disorder symptoms,
and suicide attempts,

•

Much more likely to experience one or more disabilities,

•

Three times more likely to die prematurely, and,

•

33% more likely to develop, but 78% more likely to die from cancer (Brockie et
al., 2015; Castor et al., 2006; Grunewald, 2018; Rhoades et al., 2008; Stratis
Health, 2018).

While each of these areas of adversity lends itself to significant potential impacts on
AI/NA student outcomes in Minnesota, the recent exploration of the prevalence of Adverse
Childhood Experiences, or ACEs, has become a prominent topic linking most of these adverse
outcomes across healthcare, education, and other human services industries. Especially cogent to
the conversation regarding AI/NA outcomes is the significant level of research linking ACEs and
negative future/post-school life outcomes. ACEs are potentially traumatic events or aspects of
the environment that occur in childhood (0 -17 years). Events such as experiencing or witnessing
violence or having a family member attempt or die by suicide and environmental aspects such as
growing up in a household with substance abuse or with parents who have mental health
problems or who are incarcerated can all undermine children’s sense of safety and stability
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2019). In Minnesota, members of the
AI/NA population are four times more likely to experience five or more ACEs than the general
population (Stratis Health, 2018).
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Preventing and mitigating the effects of ACEs can assist in minimizing the adversity
faced by AI/NA families. Recommended practices for prevention and mitigation of ACEs
include targeted supports and intervention for those who have experienced ACEs (CDC, 2019).
Specific to what school systems can do to help prevent ACEs are recommendations from the
CDC, aligning with the current study, including public education campaigns, early childhood
home visitation, high-quality preschool experiences with family engagement and teaching socialemotional skills (CDC, 2019).
Historic and Contemporary Educational Outcomes for AI/NA Students in Minnesota
Disparate educational outcomes for AI/NA students in Minnesota and across the country
are well-documented and well-known within the field of education. Therefore, a full discussion
of this topic would be redundant; rather, a brief overview is presented here to highlight the
connection between AI/NA outcomes and the current research.
Minnesota schools have historically produced wide gaps between white and non-white
students on nearly every educational outcome measure tracked at the state level. The gap
between AI/NA students and white students is one of the largest racial achievement gaps in the
country. In fact, only 30% of AI/NA 3rd through 8th grade students meet or exceed standards in
math and reading, while approximately 65% of white students meet that threshold (Grunewald &
Nath, 2019). Additionally, while 87% of white teenagers graduate from high school within four
years, only about 52% of AI/NA youth complete high school in that same timeframe (Minnesota
Department of Education, 2017).
And, rounding out the state’s alignment with national trends, AI/NA students are
disproportionately impacted by exclusionary discipline practices such as suspension and
expulsion and they are disproportionately represented in terms of disability status and in
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qualifying for and receiving special education services (Brown, 2014; Clarren, 2017; Grunewald,
2018; Martin et al., 2016; Minnesota Department of Human Rights, 2019; Murry & Wiley, 2017;
Nel, 1995; Squires, 2016). Unfortunately, AI/NA students are disciplined and removed from
school through suspension or expulsion at the same high rates of disproportionality as their
African American peers, while AI/NA students were referred to law enforcement at a greater rate
than all other racial group (Brown, 2014; Martin et al., 2016). AI/NA students are also the only
racial/ethnic group besides Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders to be overrepresented in special
education across the age spectrum, from 3 to 21 years old (Murry & Wiley, 2017). Although
some progress is made in certain outcomes during certain timeframes, the trend over the past
thirty years is clear: AI/NA students experience significantly different educational outcomes than
their white peers (U.S. Department of Education, 1991; Grunewald, 2018).
Gaps in Research
Despite the significant disparities that persist for AI/NA students, there is little research
specific to frameworks or interventions that might be successful in accelerating their academic
and behavioral achievement. Likely, this is due to several factors, not the least of which is the
small number of AI/NA students in most schools. For example, in Minnesota, which has a
sizeable AI/NA population compared to many other states, Native American children comprise
less than two percent of each year’s birth cohort and a similar percentage of the total school
population in the state (Grunewald, 2018; MDE, 2017).
Summary
There is much research yet to be conducted regarding the academic and behavioral
disparities experienced by nearly all racial minority groups in the United States. Continued
research into the interventions that show the most promise for students at large and for specific
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subgroups of students is needed to achieve the greatest reduction in disparities possible for every
student group. Therefore, the current study aimed to add to the growing body of literature
surrounding the integration of evidence-based interventions targeting academic and behavioral
disparities between white and non-white students, with a specific focus on outcomes Ai/NA
students.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
The purpose of this ex post facto study was to determine the change in academic
achievement and behavioral outcomes after implementing a CR SEL MTSS at an Early
Childhood Center serving Anishinaabe Kindergarteners. The study sought to discover: (a) if
academic and/or behavioral outcomes were different for students who participated in a CR SEL
MTSS compared to those who did not, (b) if Kindergarten teachers perceived differences in
school climate and student behavior following the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS, and (c)
Kindergarten teachers’ perceptions of the CR SEL MTSS implementation process. A quantitative
study based on student outcome data and survey research provide the means for examining actual
and perceived differences in academic and behavioral outcomes for students as well as overall
perceptions of the CR SEL MTSS implementation process.
Design
This study was designed to gather information regarding students’ behavioral and
academic outcomes as well as teacher perceptions of the implementation process and the overall
school climate following the implementation of a culturally responsive (CR) social-emotional
learning (SEL) multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) in a rural culturally homogenous
Kindergarten center. This study identified differences in academic and social-emotional
outcomes between kindergarten students who were taught using a CR SEL MTSS and those who
were not. The study also explored Kindergarten teachers’ perceived differences in the school’s
climate following the initial implementation of a CR SEL MTSS. Finally, this study reviewed
teacher perceptions of the process used in implementing a CR SEL MTSS. The hope was to
gather information that would provide further insight into the practical steps school districts can
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take when implementing multi-tiered systems of support and to build on the current research
base around teaching social-emotional skills as a foundation for the improvement of both student
academics and school climate.
This study employed a quantitative approach that was informed by causal-comparative
and survey research. This approach was chosen because it allows for increased objectivity when
the researcher has also been involved in the intervention being studied. Statistical analysis of
student outcomes and teacher perceptions allowed me to view implementation of a specific
intervention from the student and teacher perspectives, without relying on direct student input.
Causal-comparative researchers aim to identify the reason for existing differences
between groups or individuals. Causal-comparative research requires a clear identification of
comparison groups and is a frequently utilized research design in evaluating the effects of
educational interventions (Gay & Mills, 2016; Wiersma & Jurs, 2009). Through the
implementation of a school-wide intervention such as CR SEL MTSS, randomization of
participants to condition is not possible, and therefore neither is an experimental design, making
causal-comparative research the most logical option for evaluating differences between the
comparison groups. In the current study, the independent variable of implementing a CR SEL
MTSS was examined to determine whether a cohort of Kindergarteners taught by the same group
of teachers prior to implementing a CR SEL MTSS had different social-emotional or academic
outcomes when compared to a cohort of Kindergarteners taught during the first year of CR SEL
MTSS implementation.
In the current study, the population of teachers involved in the implementation of the CR
SEL MTSS was small and either surveys or interviews could easily have been utilized to answer
the research questions (Gay & Mills, 2016; Wiersma & Jurs, 2009). However, because I am an
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administrator in the district, surveys were chosen as a means of allowing the teachers to remain
anonymous in their responses, therefore increasing the likelihood the teachers felt comfortable
providing honest answers to the questions being posed.
Organization of Chapter
This chapter begins with a brief overview of quantitative research, including causalcomparative and survey research methodologies and the reason for their selection and application
in this study. A detailed description of the CR SEL MTSS intervention being studied is provided.
An overview of the population and sample for the study is discussed to provide an accurate
description and rationale for the selection of the participants. A comprehensive description of
research tools is provided to give the reader an opportunity to review the tools for rigor and
appropriateness. A discussion of the data collection and analysis procedures and protocols as
well as a discussion of the rigor of the research instruments is followed by a description of the
limitations and assumptions of the mixed methods research design. The chapter concludes with
ethical considerations of the current study and a summary of the chapter.
Culturally Responsive Social Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered System of Support
The Early Childhood Center serving Kindergarten Anishinaabe students at the heart of
this study has implemented a Culturally Responsive Social Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered
System of Support (CR SEL MTSS) for nearly four years. As part of the Plan phase of the PlanDo-Study-Act (PDSA) cycle of continuous improvement, the kindergarten teachers met with me
for one to two hours sessions in a bi-weekly Professional Learning Community (PLC) during the
2017-18 school year to develop the CR SEL MTSS. During these meetings, the PLC discussed
the current reality of students’ social-emotional learning and academic growth, set goals for what
the group would like to see as outcomes of the implementation of a CR SEL MTSS, and
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determined which individual interventions should be included in the CR SEL MTSS to meet
these goals.
The broad goals established by the Kindergarten PLC were to increase students’ socialemotional skills, specifically in the areas of self-regulation and interpersonal relationships, to
allow for more success in school and to improve students’ readiness to move on to 1st grade for
them to have better access and achievement in academics. Figure 4 displays the CR SEL MTSS
implemented at the Early Childhood Center.

Figure 4
Culturally Responsive Social-Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered System of Support
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This intervention system is rooted in the Seven Grandfathers’ Teachings, which are “a set
of traditional teachings that have been passed down from generation to generation . . . [that] have
been given to the Anishinaabe people to guide them in living a good life, living without conflict,
and living in peace (Seven Generations Education Institute, 2020). The Seven Grandfathers’
Teachings include Truth (Debwewin), Humility (Debandediziwin), Respect (Manaaji’idiwin),
Love (Zaagi’idiwin), Honesty (Gwayakwaadiziwin), Courage (Zoongide’ewin), and Wisdom
(Nibwaakaawin). The Seven Teachings are incorporated into each of the individual interventions
that make up the school’s CR SEL MTSS.
Tier I Interventions
Tier I interventions are designed to serve all students and meet the social emotional needs
of approximately 80 - 85% of students in the school. Six individual interventions combine to
provide a range of universal support at the Tier I level in the school’s CR SEL MTSS.
Begindergarten. Begindergarten is an alternative means of starting students’
Kindergarten school year. For the first two weeks of school, half of the students attend on
Tuesday and Wednesday while the other half attend on Thursday and Friday. During the first two
days, students are broken into small groups, and they participate in a variety of fun activities with
each of the teachers in the Early Childhood Center. The goal of the first week is to help students
build relationships with many of the adults in the building while they are assessed on their
academic and social-emotional skills. The assessments and relationships are then used to cluster
group the students into their assigned classrooms, where they attend for the two days during the
second week to build a stronger relationship with their classroom teacher and peers, while
learning the routines and expectations of school in half-class sections.
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Cluster-grouping, an evidence-based practice that has been shown to be especially
beneficial to students who are gifted and talented, consists of rank ordering the students based on
their composite assessment score (Gentry, 2014; Winebrenner & Brulles, 2018). The group is
then divided into quintiles, including High, High Average, Average, Low Average, and Low.
Clusters of students from three quintiles are then assigned to each teacher. This process involves
discussion surrounding the individual student, any behavioral concerns noted during assessment,
and any strong relationships that may have formed during the assessment process. Students in the
High quintile and Low quintile are never grouped in the same classroom (Gentry, 2014). Thus, a
sample class of eighteen students may end up with a cluster of six students from the High
Average quintile, a cluster of five students from the Average quintile, and a cluster of seven
students from the Low quintile. Cluster-grouping narrows the breadth of ability levels within any
given classroom and allows for more targeted instruction based on student need. It also allows
students from the High-Average quintile to shine as classroom leaders as they are no longer
competing with students from the High quintile (Gentry, 2014).
Responsive Classroom Strategies. Responsive Classroom is an “evidence-based
approach to teaching and discipline that focuses on engaging academics, positive community,
effective management, and developmental awareness” (Responsive Classroom, 2020). Some
important aspects of the Responsive Classroom approach include morning meeting, interactive
modeling, the intentional use of teacher language, and the use of logical consequences. All
Kindergarten teachers involved in the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS were previously
trained in the Responsive Classroom approach and had implemented it in years prior to 2018-19.
Implementation of the Responsive Classroom approach continued during the 2018-19 school
year.
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Classroom Calm Spaces. Each classroom teacher developed a classroom calm space
within the kindergarten classrooms. These calm spaces are designed as a space for students to
use when they feel their bodies or emotions escalating. Teachers can suggest that a student use
the calm space or direct the student to do so. To support the development of self-regulation
skills, students are also allowed to self-select the use of the classroom calm space as a means of
regulating within the classroom environment.
Peacemaker Tools Curriculum. The Peacemaker curriculum is a fifteen-lesson
curriculum designed by a non-profit organization based in a community near the district, which
is focused on the development of students’ social-emotional skills (Peacemaker Resources,
2021). As part of the implementation plan for the CR SEL MTSS, staff from the non-profit
modeled ten lessons with each of the classroom teachers, once per week for ten weeks during the
2018-19 school year. The teachers were then given the opportunity to have the non-profit staff
consult further if needed.
Second Step Curriculum. Second Step is a nationally recognized research based SEL
curriculum (Dusenbury & Weissberg, 2017). Second Step was piloted in the target Kindergarten
classrooms during the 2018-19 school year as teachers became comfortable with the lessons. Due
to the number of individual initiatives being implemented as part of the CR SEL MTSS, fidelity
of implementation of the Second Step curriculum was not measured during the 2018-2019 school
year.
Calm Room. The calm room was developed as a space for students who are not
demonstrating successful behaviors in the classroom to take a break. The calm room is staffed
with a licensed behavior interventionist and the focus of the calm room is to help students
identify their emotions, discuss the challenging behavior, develop a fix-it plan, and return to the
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classroom ready to learn as quickly as possible. A calm room routine for each of these steps was
developed and is implemented each time a student is referred to the calm room for intervention.
Tier II Interventions
Tier II interventions are targeted to individuals or small groups of students and are
designed to meet the social emotional needs of an additional 15% of students in the school. In
addition to the six interventions at the Tier I level, four additional interventions combined to
provide a range of targeted support at the Tier II level in the school’s CR SEL MTSS.
School-based Small Group SEL Instruction. Students who demonstrate disruptive
behavior on multiple occasions, or those who are accessing the calm room on a regular basis, are
provided small group SEL instruction with a licensed behavior interventionist. Sessions range
from one to five times per week for twenty to thirty minutes and groups range from one to five
students.
Community-based Small Group SEL Instruction. In addition to district staff, two
community agencies provide staff to assist with SEL instruction for individuals or small groups
who meet their referral criteria.
Sensory Breaks. Individual or small groups of students can be recommended for
scheduled sensory breaks throughout the school day. Sensory breaks range from a calm space
with decreased visual and auditory stimuli, to the sensory room, which is full of tools to help
students regulate their emotions.
Scheduled Calm Room Breaks. Individual students can also be recommended for
scheduled calm room breaks throughout their school day. The schedule is developed by a
behavior interventionist in conjunction with the classroom teacher, and it considers the frequency
of behaviors and the time of day when most behaviors are occurring for the student. The goal is
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to prevent behavioral escalation by providing a calm room break in advance of the behaviors
whenever possible.
Tier III Interventions
Tier III interventions are intensive individual interventions and are designed to meet the
social emotional needs of the 5% of students in the school who struggle most with socialemotional-behavioral skills. In addition to the ten interventions at the Tier I and Tier II levels,
four additional interventions were available for intensive support at the Tier III level in the
school’s CR SEL MTSS.
Tier III Classroom. The Tier III classroom was developed to serve students with the
most significant SEL needs in a small group environment where the instruction and schedule
could be individually designed for each student’s success. The Tier III classroom is staffed with
a licensed teacher and two paraprofessionals and has a maximum enrollment of eight students.
Students in the Tier III classroom can be general education or special education students. These
students spend the majority of or all of their day with the Tier III classroom staff, who work on
integrating students back into the general education settings as the student’s behaviors allow.
Functional Behavioral Assessment and Individual Behavior Plan. A functional
behavioral assessment (FBA) is conducted by a behavior interventionist or school psychologist
and examines the relationship between a student’s behavior and their environment. The function
of a behavior is “the type and source of reinforcement that is maintaining the occurrence and
recurrences of the problem behavior” (Cooper et al., 2007). Once the FBA is completed, a team
of staff who work with the student develop an individual behavior plan, sometimes known as a
behavior intervention plan (BIP). The BIP identifies the process for teaching the desired behavior
and the alternative replacement behavior and if and how the antecedents and consequences of the
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behavior will be manipulated. The team then implements the BIP and monitors the student’s
progress (Gage, 2015).
Individual Mental Health Therapy. If a student’s behavior is identified as being related
to the student’s mental health, the student is referred for individual therapy with a licensed
mental health provider. The district contracts with a licensed mental health provider for this
service and there are also Tribal agencies that provide this service on an out-patient basis.
Individual therapy sessions are typically between twenty and forty minutes long and range from
one to three times per week.
Special Education and Related Services. If a student’s behavior is causing significant
disruption to his or her own learning or the learning of others and other interventions are not
successful, that student can be referred for a special education evaluation. If the student meets
state criteria for a disability category, s/he receives special education and related services to
address the behaviors. Each student in special education has an individually developed plan of
services and supports.
Population
Using an ex post facto study design, behavioral and academic outcomes, including office
referrals and math and reading subtest scores were collected for students who were in
kindergarten during the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school years. These students attended a rural,
culturally homogenous school district where 99.5% of the student population is Anishinaabe
Native American and where 87.2% of students qualify for free and reduced-price lunch. The
targeted student population for this study included 272 students who were enrolled in
kindergarten during one of the specified years, with 150 students enrolled in 2017-2018 and 122
students enrolled in 2018-2019.
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From this group, kindergarten students who were enrolled in school and participated in
the Fast Bridge assessments during the fall and spring testing windows of their kindergarten
school year were identified and used as the study’s student population. A total of 70 students did
not participate in either the fall or spring tests. Therefore, the total population used in this study
was narrowed to 202 Kindergarten students, including 113 in the 2017-2018 cohort and 89 in the
2018-2019 cohort. The 2017-18 cohort had a greater percentage of male students and a greater
percentage of students receiving special education services than did the 2018-19 cohort. Gender
and special education status for the students in each cohort can be seen in Table 2.
Table 2
Gender and Special Education Status for 2017-18 and 2018-19 Kindergarten Cohorts
Cohort

Total
Population

Male

Female

General
Education

Special
Education

2017-18

113

63
(55.8%)

50
(44.2%)

85
(75.2%)

28
(24.8%)

2018-19

89

44
(49.4%)

45
(50.6%)

75
(84.3%)

14
(15.7%)

The literature surrounding universal social-emotional programs for kindergarten students
suggests this type of intervention has a medium effect size between f = .20 and f = .40 (Hattie,
2009; Sabey et al., 2017). To ensure the present study had appropriate statistical power, a priori
power analysis was conducted using GPower with power (1 – β) set at .80 and α = .05. Using f =
.30, a total population of 90 or more students would provide for adequate statistical power.
Additionally, using survey research, perception data regarding student outcomes and the
overall implementation of the CR SEL MTSS was collected from teachers who taught
Kindergarten-aged students during the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school years. The teachers
varied in their years of experience, race/ethnicity, and levels of education. Twenty-two teachers
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taught kindergarten-aged students in 2017-2018, 2018-2019, or both. Teachers who remained
employed by the district for each of the applicable years of data collection were included in the
study, resulting in twenty teachers being asked to respond to the survey.
Instrumentation
This section describes the ways in which data was measured as a means of answering the
research questions. So that the measures were clearly assigned to the appropriate population, the
section is divided into two subsections outlining measures of student data and measures of
teacher data.
Student Outcome Measures
In this study, office referral data was used to examine behavioral outcomes for student
participants. Subtests of two instruments from the FastBridge Learning suite of assessments were
used to examine academic outcomes for student participants and a survey instrument was used to
gather information from teacher participants. Kindergarten students completed multiple subtests
of Fast Bridge’s earlyReading and earlyMath assessments on a fall, winter, spring annual
assessment schedule.
As displayed in Table 3, FAST earlyReading is comprised of 13 assessments for
screening and monitoring student progress while earlyMath is comprised of 17 assessments.
Assessments can be administered individually, as part of composites comprised of multiple
assessments each, or as part of a full assessment utilizing all subtests (Christ et al., 2018). Not all
subtests are administered during every testing period at a given grade level. Individual
assessments within the FAST earlyReading composite have high levels of internal consistency,
with a range of α = .75 ≤ .99, and test-retest reliability, with coefficients ranging from .42 to .98
(Christ et al., 2018). Individual assessments within the FAST earlyMath composite also have
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high levels of internal consistency, but have a broader range between assessments, with a range
of α = .34 ≤ .96. The earlyMath assessments have similar test-retest reliability to the
earlyReading assessments, with coefficients ranging from .62 to .91 (Christ et al., 2018).
Individual assessments from each composite are administered to students electronically and
generally take less than five minutes per assessment per student.
For the present study, two subtests of the earlyLearning Suite of Assessments were used
to compare students’ growth from fall to spring. These include Letter Sounds and Number
Identification. The Letter Sounds subtest is designed to “assess students’ ability and automaticity
Table 3
Technical Descriptors for FAST Bridge Academic Achievement Measures

Measure

Number of
Subtests

Internal Consistency

Test-Retest Reliability
Coefficients

earlyReading

13

α = .75 ≤ .99

.42 to .98

earlyMath

17

α = .34 ≤ .96

.62 to .91

providing the sounds for lowercase letters in isolation” and has a test-retest coefficient of .92 as
well as high internal consistency and significantly high inter-rater reliability, with a correlation
of .99 (Christ et al., 2018, p. 32). The Number Identification subtest “assesses a student’s ability
and automaticity at naming written numerals” (Christ et al., 2018, p. 75). It has a test-retest
coefficient of .85, and an inter-rater reliability average correlation of .96. Both of these subtests
are administered to kindergarten students in the fall, winter, and spring assessment windows,
providing for a clear comparison of scores from the beginning of the year to the end of the year
on the measured skills.
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Teacher Perception Measures
A researcher-developed online survey, titled “Implementation and Outcomes of a
Culturally Responsive Social Emotional Multi-Tiered System of Support for Anishinaabe
Kindergarteners” was administered to the teacher participants. Kindergarten teachers involved in
the implementation of a CR SEL MTSS were surveyed to determine whether they perceived
changes in school climate during the first year of implementation and to what degree they
believe specific implementation indicators were utilized in the Exploration, Installation, and
Initial Implementation phases of implementation.
The survey questions were developed using the literature review. The 16 survey
questions were organized into four sections. The first section of the survey includes a question
designed to ensure that only teachers who taught Kindergarten students in the target school
during both the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school years were included (question 1). The second
section of the survey includes questions regarding the teachers’ perceptions surrounding student
and staff outcomes. It is separated into five subparts, including: culturally responsive practices
(questions 2-3) school climate (questions 4-5), student behavior (questions 6-7), teacher selfefficacy (questions 8-9), and students’ readiness for first grade (question 10-11). The third
section of the survey includes questions about the individual indicators involved in the initial
phases of the implementation of a culturally responsive SEL MTSS (questions 12-13). Questions
two through thirteen allow for responses using Likert scales so that descriptive statistics could be
used to describe the teachers’ perceptions. The fourth and final section of the survey utilizes
open-ended questions to gather additional information surrounding the teachers’ perceptions
regarding the outcomes and implementation of a culturally responsive social-emotional learning
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multi-tiered system of support (questions 14-16). See Appendix D for a matrix of research
literature supporting the development of the survey questions.
Prior to the data collection phase, a survey critique was conducted with an academic
researcher with experience in MTSS as well as a panel of three elementary educators who were
familiar with the CR SEL MTSS implementation, but who were not participants in the study.
Each panel member was asked to complete a critique sheet of the surveys (see Appendix E).
Results of the survey critique were reviewed and changes to the survey instrument were made
based on recommendations provided by the panel.
Data Collection
Prior to any data collection or analysis, approval was requested and granted for human
subjects research from the school district involved in the study by requesting this approval from
the district’s school board via the district superintendent. Next, approval from the IRB at the
University of South Dakota was requested and granted. To provide an overview of the research
study and to request that the teachers participate as survey respondents, all potential respondents
were provided with a survey cover letter (Appendix A) and a link to the anonymous survey.
The collection of data for the student-level causal-correlational portion of this study
involved the use of two primary instruments: Synergy office referral data and subtests from the
Fast Bridge Learning earlyReading and earlyMath assessment. Each of the subtests is
administered as part of the routine and ongoing screening, assessment, and progress monitoring
within the school district in which the participants are located. Student data was collected such
that all personally identifiable information was removed before analysis.
The collection of data for the survey research portion of this study involved the use of
one survey instrument, which was administered to kindergarten teachers during spring 2022.
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Surveys were anonymous. A reminder e-mail about the survey (Appendix B) was sent to the
teachers one week after the initial survey was sent out to provide the greatest opportunity for all
teachers to respond.
Data Analysis
Student assessment scores on the Letter Sounds earlyReading and Number Identification
earlyMath tests along with each student’s number of office referrals for the school year were
entered into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software program for further
analysis. Question 1, which sought to identify differences between comparison groups in the
students’ behavioral outcomes during their Kindergarten year were analyzed using an
independent samples t-test. The second and third research questions, which sought to identify
differences between comparison groups in the students’ academic outcomes, were analyzed
using one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests. Both t-tests and ANOVA tests seek to
determine if a statistically significant difference exists between tested groups. Using SPSS,
assumptions of outliers, normality, and homogeneity of variance were tested. Once assumptions
were tested, an ANOVA test using the scores on the Number Identification and Letter Sounds
subtests was conducted, looking for any differences between the cohorts. Comparison group
office referrals were compared using an independent samples t-test. Results were interpreted and
written to report statistical significance.
Next, teacher survey information from the first three sections of the survey was entered
into SPSS for further analysis. The mean and standard deviation of the responses to each
question in sections 2 and 3 were calculated to determine teachers’ perceptions of school climate,
perceptions of the implementation of a culturally responsive SEL MTSS, teachers’ self-efficacy,
and perceptions of student readiness for first grade (research question 4). Responses to short
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answer questions from section 4 of the survey were organized into themes and reported in
narrative format to address research question 5.
Limitations and Assumptions of Design
Every research study includes limitations and assumptions in its design. The limitations
and assumptions of the research design utilized in this study are described here in detail.
Limitations of Design
The use of causal comparative research is limited by three key aspects: a) the inability to
manipulate independent variables, b) the lack of power to assign subjects randomly, and c) the
probability of inappropriate interpretations (Gay & Mills, 2016). In the current study, the
independent variable was exposure to a CR SEL MTSS. This variable could not be manipulated
as the CR SEL MTSS was not implemented for the first student cohort and was implemented for
the second student cohort. And, because all students in the respective cohorts were either
exposed to the CR SEL MTSS or not, the researcher had no power to randomly assign subjects to
the comparison groups. Regarding inappropriate interpretations, it is possible that unknown
variables could account for part or all the difference between comparison groups, therefore
rendering interpretation of the differences between the groups inappropriate or inaccurate.
The use of survey research is limited by the necessity of having many participants and a
high response rate to generalize the data to the target population (Gay & Mills, 2016). Here,
although the population of surveyed teachers was quite small, the entirety of the target
population was provided the opportunity to complete the survey and it was anticipated that most
potential participants would provide responses, mediating these limitations as much as possible.
Additionally, because this study surveyed a very specific population, the results of the survey
cannot be generalized beyond what happened within the targeted school.
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More specifically, the following limitations were evident in this study:
1. Research question 1 was answered using behavior referral and detention/suspension
data which may have been influenced by a variety of classroom, teacher, and schoolwide factors.
2. Research questions 2 and 3 were answered using assessment data for students
enrolled in the school during each assessment period, which does not account for any
transience in the student population between assessment periods.
3. Research questions 2 and 3 were answered using subtests targeting very specific
reading and mathematics skills that may not be fully representative of student
outcomes in those broader skill areas.
4. Research questions 4 and 5 were answered using the results of surveying a small
group of classroom teachers.
5. The CR SEL MTSS was initially implemented in a single school. Different schools
may yield different results.
6. The study compares two different cohorts of students, which introduces the
possibility of other variables influencing the student outcomes being studied.
Assumptions of Design
Employing a causal-comparative design with the use of t-tests and ANOVAs for
statistical analysis is based on assumptions of independence of observations, normality, and
homogeneity of variances and assumes no significant outliers within the data. Independence of
observations simply describes the nature of the comparison groups within the study. The
comparison groups in this study are independent of and unrelated to one another.
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The assumption of normality requires that each of the comparison groups be
approximately normally distributed about each of the dependent variables, while homogeneity of
variances assumes that the population variance for each comparison group is the same. Despite
the similarity in size and demographics of the comparison groups, both assumptions were
problematic when analyzing the office referral and academic outcomes data. Because
assumptions were violated, appropriate alternative approaches, described in Chapter 4, were
employed.
Finally, tests that compare means assume there are no significant outliers in the data. The
office referral data included significant outliers in both cohorts. Outliers found in the data were
first reviewed for accuracy and then a determination regarding whether to use them in the
analysis was be made. Results are reported both with and without any removed outliers.
With regard to the collection of teachers’ perception data, utilization of survey research
assumes that respondents will be truthful in their answers. In this study survey respondents were
anonymous, and confidentiality was preserved throughout the survey process. Additionally,
participation was voluntary on the part of each respondent and participants were permitted to
withdraw from the study at any time with no ramifications.
Additionally, the following assumptions were evident in this study:
1. School personnel who implemented the CR SEL MTSS during the initial
implementation year did so with fidelity.
2. Teachers who administered the Fast Bridge suite of tests did so with fidelity in
each of the four assessment periods analyzed in this study.
3. Teachers who responded to the survey did so honestly.
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Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations were made to ensure the confidentiality of student and staff data.
Human Subject Protocol training through the CITI program was completed to ensure ethical
decisions were made and student information was protected. Specifically, to conduct this study,
the proper forms were completed, and the proper permissions were received from the IRB to
conduct research with human subjects. With IRB approval for the study, student data scores were
gathered using the online FastBridge Learning software system, downloaded into Microsoft
Excel spreadsheets, correlated to specific students using a random numbering system, and then
scrubbed of personally identifiable information. In this way, student confidentiality was
maintained in the review and analysis of social-emotional and academic achievement scores.
Commitment to confidentiality, expectations of the participants, and potential benefits of
this study were emailed to teacher participants through a letter (Appendix A) in which they were
provided the electronic link to the survey. The letter explained the purpose for and format of the
study. A reminder e-mail (Appendix B) was sent to all potential survey participants one week
after they were initially introduced to the survey. Participants were asked not to discuss the
surveys with one another as they were completed. No names were included on the surveys and
the surveys were not coded in any way. In total, teachers were given a two-week timeline to
complete the online survey if they chose to participate. The teacher survey can be found in
Appendix C.
Summary
This chapter has introduced quantitative research as the guiding design for this study.
Utilizing causal-comparative methodology, the study aims to explore whether differences exist in
the social-emotional and academic outcomes for students exposed to a CR SEL MTSS. Using
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survey research, this study sought to determine teacher perceptions of school climate as well as
their thoughts regarding individual components of implementation as they relate to the first year
of implementing the CR SEL MTSS. Information regarding the study’s population as well as a
detailed overview of the instrumentation and data collection procedures that will be used in the
study have been presented. Limitations and assumptions plus ethical considerations of the study
have been discussed. Chapter 4 presents the results of the study. Chapter 5 summarizes the
findings, discusses conclusions, and presents recommendations for further studies.
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CHAPTER 4
Findings
Chapter 4 provides the purpose of the study, the research questions, and the findings of
the study, including academic and behavioral student outcome data and school climate and
teacher perception survey data related to the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS.
Types of Findings
The findings of this study are broken down into three sections. The first section addresses
the data collected to answer the first three research questions, which used the collection of
student outcomes data to compare cohorts. The second section includes an analysis of the teacher
survey data collected to answer research question number four, which asked about how teachers
perceived the impact of the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS on a variety of student
and school outcomes. The third and final section provides a review of teacher survey data related
to the fifth research question, which addresses how teachers perceived the implementation
process overall.
Differences in Office Referral Data for Students in Kindergarten
To answer the first research question, office referral data for students in kindergarten
during the 2017-2018 school year, who were not exposed to the CR SEL MTSS, and of students
in kindergarten during the 2018-2019 school year, who were exposed to the CR-SEL MTSS,
were analyzed and compared. Using SPSS, an independent samples t-test was used to analyze the
data (Table 4). To address the issue of non-normal distribution and lack of homoscedasticity of
office referral numbers, bootstrapping with 1,000 samples was used. According to Erceg-Hurn
and Mirosevich (2008), the use of bootstrapping allows for hundreds or thousands of random
samples with replacement to be run, producing a “better approximation of the sampling
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distribution of a statistic than its theoretical distribution provides when assumptions are violated
(p. 596).” After the use of bootstrapping, the data showed that during 2018-2019 school year,
there were fewer average office referrals per student (M = 1.87, SD = 5.25) than during the 20172018 school year (M = 4.52, SD = 13.84), with greater variance in the 2017-2018 school year and
a large effect size (Cohen’s d = .24). However, these averages were not significantly different
between the two years (t (150.34) = 1.88, p = .12, two-tailed).
Table 4
Bootstrapped Differences in Average Office Referrals in 2017-18 and 2018-19
Measure
Average Office Referrals

Df
150.34

t
1.88

p
.120

d
.24

Differences in Early Reading and Early Math Assessments for Students in Kindergarten
To answer the second and third research questions, spring scores on the Letter Sounds
and Numeral Identification subtests of the FastBridge Learning earlyReading and early Math
assessments for students in kindergarten during the 2017-2018 school year who were not
exposed to the CR SEL MTSS were compared to those of students in kindergarten during the
2018-2019 school year who were exposed to the CR SEL MTSS, controlling for the students’
fall scores as a covariate. To do this, SPSS was used to run descriptive statistics for each variable
(Tables 5 and 6) as well as ANCOVAs for the Letter Sound scores and for the Numeral
Identification scores (Table 7).
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Table 5
Spring Letter Sound Scores Controlled for Fall Scores by Cohort
Year
2017-18

N
113

Mean
17.79

SD
11.15

2018-19

89

13.39

11.60

Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Fall Letter
Sounds 1.66
Table 6
Spring Numeral Identification Scores Controlled for Fall Scores by Cohort
Year
2017-18

N
113

Mean
27.50

SD
10.41

2018-19

89

26.63

12.68

Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Fall Numeral
Identification = 11.09

The Letter Sound variable met the assumption of homogeneity of variances and showed a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level between cohorts (F = 8.37, p = .004), with
the 2017-18 cohort scores being statistically higher than the 2018-19 cohort scores when
controlling for fall scores. The effect size, using partial Eta squared was .040, indicating the
cohort the student belonged too, and therefore exposure to the CR SEL MTSS, had a small effect
on spring Letter Sound scores. This data indicates that exposure to the CR SEL MTSS had a
small and slightly negative effect on Letter Sound scores in the first year of its implementation.
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Table 7
Average Letter Sound and Numeral Identification Scores
Year
Letter Sound Scores

Df
1

F
8.37

p
.004

Partial eta-squared
.040

Numeral Identification Scores

1

.728

.395

.004

The Numeral Identification variable also met the assumption of homogeneity of variances
but didn’t show a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level between cohorts (F =
.728, p = .395), with the 2017-18 cohort scores again being higher than the 2018-19 cohort
scores when controlled for fall scores. The effect size, using partial Eta squared was .004,
indicating the cohort the student belonged too, and therefore exposure to the CR SEL MTSS, had
little to no effect on spring Numeral Identification scores.
Teacher Perceptions
To answer the fourth research question, teacher survey data was compiled and analyzed.
Of the twenty teachers who were provided the opportunity to answer, sixteen teachers responded
to the survey. Of these sixteen teachers, two reported that they did not teach Kindergarten
students during the targeted school years of 2017-18 and 2018-19 and they therefore did not
complete the remaining survey questions. Thus, all teacher survey results are based on the
answers of fourteen teachers (70% response rate) unless otherwise noted.
Teachers’ Perceptions of CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on Culturally
Responsive Practices. Teachers were asked to rate the impact of each component of the CR
SEL MTSS on culturally responsive practices using a 5-point Likert scale with 1 meaning
significantly negative impact and 5 meaning significantly positive impact. Regarding culturally
responsive practices, teachers reported that the most impactful component of the CR SEL MTSS
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was the introduction of the Tier III classroom (M = 4.71), while they reported that the least
impactful component was the use of the Second Step curriculum (M = 3.62). Overall, each
component of the CR SEL MTSS was perceived as having a positive impact on culturally
responsive practices in the school. See Table 8 for mean responses and standard deviations for
each CR SEL MTSS component as it relates to its perceived impact on cultural responsiveness.
Table 8
Teachers’ Perceived Component Impact on Culturally Responsive Practices
Component
Tier III Classroom

Mean
4.71

SD
.61

Begindergarten

4.57

.76

Calm Room

4.43

.85

Peacemaker Curriculum

4.43

.65

Classroom Calm Spaces

4.14

.53

Functional Behavioral Assessment & Behavior Plans

4.07

.62

Responsive Classroom Strategies

4.07

.62

Seven Grandfathers’ Teachings

4.07

.62

Special Education & Related Services

4.07

.62

Scheduled Calm Room Visits

4.00

.68

Tier II Small Group SEL Instruction

4.07

.73

Individual Mental Health Therapy

4.00

.68

Scheduled Sensory Breaks

4.00

.68

Second Step Curriculum

3.62

.65
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Teachers’ Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on Culturally Responsive Practices.
Teachers were asked to rate their perceptions of how the targeted culturally responsive practices
changed in their classrooms following the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS using a
5-point Likert scale on which 1 meant the practice significantly deteriorated and 5 meant the
practice significantly improved. Table 9 displays the mean and standard deviation for the
perceived impact of the CR SEL MTSS on each of the targeted culturally responsive practices.
In general, teachers reported that the CR SEL MTSS positively impacted the targeted
culturally responsive practices. The most positively impacted practice was reported to be the
teachers’ reflection on their own cultural lens (M = 4.43) while the least positively impacted
practice was reported to be the teachers’ ability to bring real-world issues into the classroom (M
= 3.50).
Table 9
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on Teachers’ Culturally Responsive Practices
Practice
Reflection on One’s Own Cultural Lens

Mean
4.43

SD
.65

Culturally Responsive Ways of Communicating

4.29

.61

Students’ Culture Shapes Curriculum and Instruction

4.21

.43

Recognition and Redress of Bias in the System

3.93

.47

Respect for Students’ Differences is Promoted

3.79

.70

Collaboration with Families & the Local Community

3.71

.73

High Expectations for All Students

3.64

.63

Real-World Issues are Brought into the Classroom

3.50

.52

Average of Means

3.94

69

Teachers’ Perceptions of CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on School Climate.
Teachers were asked to rate the impact of each component of the CR SEL MTSS on school
climate using a 5-point Likert scale with 1 meaning significantly negative impact and 5 meaning
significantly positive impact. Regarding school climate, teachers reported that the most
impactful component of the CR SEL MTSS was the introduction of Begindergarten (M = 4.57),
while they reported that the least impactful component was the use of the Second Step
curriculum (M = 3.71). Overall, each component of the CR SEL MTSS was perceived as having
a positive impact on the school climate. See Table 10 for mean responses and standard deviations
for each CR SEL MTSS component as it relates to its perceived impact on school climate.
Table 10
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on School Climate
Component
Begindergarten

Mean
4.57

SD
.65

Tier III Classroom

4.50

.68

Peacemaker Curriculum

4.43

.65

Calm Room

4.29

.91

Seven Grandfathers’ Teachings

4.29

.73

Tier II Small Group SEL Instruction

4.21

.58

Classroom Calm Spaces

4.14

.66

Individual Mental Health Therapy

4.07

.73

Responsive Classroom Strategies

4.07

.73

Scheduled Calm Room Visits

4.07

1.07

Scheduled Sensory Breaks

4.07

1.14
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Table 10 (continued)
Component
Functional Behavioral Assessment & Behavior Plans

Mean
4.00

SD
.68

Special Education & Related Services

3.86

.66

Second Step Curriculum

3.71

.73

Teachers’ Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on School Climate Indicators. Teachers
were asked to rate their perceptions of how the targeted indicators of school climate changed
following the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS using a 5-point Likert scale on which
1 meant the practice significantly deteriorated and 5 meant the practice significantly improved.
Table 11 displays the mean and standard deviation for the perceived impact of the CR SEL
MTSS on each of the targeted school climate indicators.
While teachers reported the CR SEL MTSS positively impacted the targeted school
climate indicators, they perceived that school climate (M = 3.76) was slightly less positively
impacted than was culturally responsive practice (M = 3.94). The most positively impacted
indicator was reported to be the teachers’ quality of instruction (M = 4.00) while the least
positively impacted practice was reported to be the degree to which there was competition and
social comparison between students (M = 3.54). Both indicators included responses from fewer
than the total number of responding teachers as this question allowed teachers to respond that the
impact on school climate was unknown.
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Table 11
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on School Climate Indicators
Indicator
Quality of Instruction^

Mean
4.00

SD
.91

Teacher Expectations of Student Achievement

3.86

.53

Students, Teachers, and Staff Contributions to
Decision-Making at the School^

3.85

.99

Interpersonal Relationships between and Among
Students, Teachers, and Staff

3.79

.97

Monitoring of Student Progress

3.79

.97

Prompt Reporting of Student Progress to Students
and Parents

3.64

.50

Equitable and Fair Treatment of Students by
Teachers and Staff

3.57

.76

Competition and Social Comparison between
Students*

3.54

.52

Average of Means

3.76

*N = 11; ^N = 13
Teachers’ Perceptions of CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on Students’
Classroom Behavior. Teachers were asked to rate the impact of each component of the CR SEL
MTSS on student behavior in their classroom using a 5-point Likert scale with 1 meaning
significantly negative impact and 5 meaning significantly positive impact. Regarding student
behavior, teachers reported that the most impactful component of the CR SEL MTSS was the
introduction of the Tier III classroom (M = 4.50), while they reported that the least impactful
component was the use of the Second Step curriculum (M = 3.50). Overall, each component of
the CR SEL MTSS was perceived as having a positive impact on the school climate. See Table
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12 for mean responses and standard deviations for each CR SEL MTSS component as it relates
to its perceived impact on student behavior in the classroom.
Table 12
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on Students’ Classroom Behavior
Component
Tier III Classroom

Mean
4.50

SD
1.09

Begindergarten

4.43

.76

Calm Room

4.21

1.05

Peacemaker Curriculum

4.21

.70

Responsive Classroom Strategies

4.21

.70

Individual Mental Health Therapy

4.14

.66

Scheduled Calm Room Visits

4.14

1.10

Scheduled Sensory Breaks

4.07

.92

Tier II Small Group SEL Instruction

4.07

.83

Classroom Calm Spaces

4.00

.78

Functional Behavioral Assessment & Behavior Plans

3.92

.62

Seven Grandfathers’ Teachings

3.86

.53

Special Education & Related Services

3.64

.50

Second Step Curriculum

3.50

.52

Teachers’ Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on Students’ Behavior and Social
Emotional Skills. Teachers were asked to rate their perceptions of how the targeted indicators of
student behavior and social emotional skills changed following the initial implementation of the
CR SEL MTSS using a 5-point Likert scale on which 1 meant the skills significantly deteriorated
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and 5 meant the skills significantly improved. Table 13 displays the mean and standard deviation
for the perceived impact of the CR SEL MTSS on each of the targeted school climate indicators.
Teachers reported the CR SEL MTSS positively impacted the targeted student behavior
and social emotional indicators. Interestingly, they perceived that school climate (M = 3.76) was
slightly less positively impacted than student behavior (M = 3.87) and that both school climate
and student behavior were slightly less positively impacted than was culturally responsive
practice (M = 3.94). The most positively impacted student behavior and social emotional skills
were reported to be student self-management and overall student behavior (M = 4.00). The least
positively impacted skill was reported to be student social awareness (M = 3.71). Of note is that
the range in means for the student behavior and social emotional skills was narrower than the
range in means for both the culturally responsive practice and school climate indicators,
indicating that teachers may have had more agreement regarding the impact the CR SEL MTSS
had on student behavior than on culturally responsive practice and school climate.
Table 13
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on Students’ Behavior and Social Emotional Skills
Behavior / Social Emotional Skill
Overall Student Behavior

Mean
4.00

SD
.68

Student Self-Management

4.00

.68

Student Relationship Skills

3.93

.62

Student Decision-Making Skills

3.79

.58

Student Self-Awareness

3.79

.58

Student Social-Awareness

3.71

.47

Average of Means

3.87
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Teachers’ Perceptions of CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on Teacher SelfEfficacy. Teachers were asked to rate the impact of each component of the CR SEL MTSS on
their own self-efficacy using a 5-point Likert scale with 1 meaning significantly negative impact
and 5 meaning significantly positive impact. Regarding their own self-efficacy, teachers reported
that the most impactful component of the CR SEL MTSS was the introduction of Begindergarten
(M = 4.50), while they reported that the least impactful component was the use of the Second
Step curriculum (M = 3.43). Overall, each component of the CR SEL MTSS was perceived as
having a positive impact on teacher self-efficacy. Table 14 displays the mean responses and
standard deviations for each CR SEL MTSS component as it relates to its perceived impact on
teacher self-efficacy.
Table 14
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on Teacher Self-Efficacy
Component
Begindergarten

Mean
4.50

SD
.76

Tier III Classroom

4.29

1.07

Peacemaker Curriculum

4.21

.80

Seven Grandfathers’ Teachings

4.21

.80

Individual Mental Health Therapy

4.08

.86

Calm Room

4.07

1.21

Scheduled Calm Room Visits

4.07

1.07

Classroom Calm Spaces

4.00

.55

Scheduled Sensory Breaks

4.00

1.04

Responsive Classroom Strategies

3.93

.73
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Table 14 (continued)
Component
Tier II Small Group SEL Instruction

Mean
3.86

SD
1.03

Functional Behavioral Assessment & Behavior Plans

3.79

1.05

Special Education & Related Services

3.77

.60

Second Step Curriculum

3.43

.51

Teachers’ Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy. Teachers
were asked to rate their perceptions of how the targeted indicators of their own self-efficacy
changed following the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS using a 5-point Likert scale
on which 1 meant the skills significantly deteriorated and 5 meant the skills significantly
improved. Table 15 displays the mean and standard deviation for the perceived impact of the CR
SEL MTSS on each of the self-efficacy skills.
Teachers reported the CR SEL MTSS positively impacted every measured indicator of
self-efficacy. In fact, self-efficacy overall (M = 3.98) was reported as being more positively
impacted than school climate (M = 3.76), student behavior (M = 3.87), and culturally responsive
practice (M = 3.94). The most positively impacted indicator of self-efficacy was teachers’
willingness to try new things (M = 4.29) while the least positively impacted skill was teachers’
effectiveness in planning for academic lessons (M = 3.61).
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Table 15
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy
Self-Efficacy Indicator
Willingness to Try New Strategies

Mean
4.29

SD
.47

Confidence in Teaching Social-Emotional Skills

4.14

.53

Effectiveness in Responding to Stressful and
Challenging Situations

4.00

1.04

Persistence in Helping Students Having Difficulty

4.00

.55

Setting High Expectations for Students

3.93

.73

Setting High Expectations for Self

3.86

.53

Effectiveness in Planning for Academic Lessons

3.61

.65

Average of Means

3.98

Teachers’ Perceptions of CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on Students’ First
Grade Readiness. Teachers were asked to rate the impact of each component of the CR SEL
MTSS on their students’ readiness for first grade using a 5-point Likert scale with 1 meaning
significantly negative impact and 5 meaning significantly positive impact. Regarding their
students’ readiness for first grade, teachers reported that the component of the CR SEL MTSS
with the most impact was the implementation of the Tier III classroom (M = 4.54), while they
reported the least impact from the use of the Second Step curriculum (M = 3.43). Every
component of the CR SEL MTSS was perceived as having a positive impact on students’
readiness for first grade. Table 16 displays the mean responses and standard deviations for each
CR SEL MTSS component’s reported impact on students’ first-grade readiness skills.

77

Table 16
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Component Impact on Students’ First Grade Readiness
Component
Tier III Classroom*

Mean
4.54

SD
1.13

Begindergarten

4.43

.76

Peacemaker Curriculum

4.29

.73

Calm Room

4.21

1.12

Classroom Calm Spaces

4.14

.66

Individual Mental Health Therapy

4.14

.66

Responsive Classroom Strategies

4.14

.77

Scheduled Calm Room Visits

4.00

1.04

Seven Grandfathers’ Teachings

4.00

.68

Special Education & Related Services

4.00

.68

Tier II Small Group SEL Instruction

4.00

1.04

Scheduled Sensory Breaks

3.93

1.07

Functional Behavioral Assessment & Behavior Plans

3.86

1.03

Second Step Curriculum

3.71

.73

*N = 13

Teachers’ Perceptions of CR SEL MTSS Impact on Students’ First Grade
Readiness. Teachers were asked to rate their perceptions of how students’ readiness for first
grade changed following the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS using a 5-point Likert
scale on which 1 meant the skills significantly deteriorated and 5 meant the skills significantly
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improved. Table 17 displays the mean and standard deviation for the perceived impact of the CR
SEL MTSS on each of the self-efficacy skills.
Teachers reported the CR SEL MTSS positively impacted every measured indicator of
students’ readiness for first grade. The most positively impacted indicator of first-grade readiness
was students’ social-emotional skills (M = 4.29). The least positively impacted first-grade
readiness skill was reported to be students’ written language skills (M = 3.29).
Table 17
Perceived CR SEL MTSS Impact on Students’ First Grade Readiness
Readiness Indicator
Social-Emotional Skills

Mean
4.29

SD
.61

Problem-Solving Skills

3.93

.47

Level of Independence

3.79

.58

Overall Readiness for 1st Grade

3.79

.70

Foundational / Background Knowledge

3.71

.47

Mathematics Skills

3.64

.63

Reading Skills

3.64

.63

Written Language Skills

3.21

.80

Average of Means

3.75

Readiness for first grade (M = 3.75) was reported as being the least positively impacted
of all the studied areas of impact. Table 18 compares the average means for each indicator or
skill among the five targeted skill and indicator areas impacted by the initial implementation of
the CR SEL MTSS.
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Table 18
Average of Means for Indicators in Each Area Impacted by CR SEL MTSS Implementation
Impacted Area
Teacher Self-Efficacy

Mean
3.98

Culturally Responsive Practices

3.94

Student Behavior and Social Emotional Skills

3.87

School Climate

3.76

Students’ First Grade Readiness

3.75

Teachers’ Open-Ended Responses. To help add context to the teachers’ survey
responses, two open-ended questions (survey questions 14 and 15) were included for teachers to
indicate what they believed were the most important positive and negative student outcomes of
the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS. Two primary themes emerged from the
responses to question 14, which focused on positive student outcomes. The most frequently
mentioned positive outcome was students’ development of social-emotional skills, especially in
the area of self-regulation. The second theme was related to the positive outcomes teachers
observed through the slow start to school, known as Begindergarten. In all, twelve of the
fourteen respondents provided additional information in their answers to question 14, which can
be found in Appendix F.
One primary theme emerged from the responses to question 15, which focused on any
negative student outcomes the teachers wished to share. Multiple teachers noted that the
grouping strategy used as part of the Begindergarten intervention left one classroom with a
heavier load of students with behavioral concerns than the others. Five of the fourteen
respondents typed a response to question 15, with one of the five indicating they had no negative
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outcomes to report. This left four of the fourteen teachers with information related to negative
student outcomes and three of those four indicated the grouping strategy was problematic.
Responses to question 15 can be found in Appendix G.
The Degree to Which Strategies and Tools were Utilized in Implementation
In addition to student outcomes and teacher perceptions related to the CR SEL MTSS, I
was also interested in kindergarten teachers’ perceptions of the CR SEL MTSS implementation
process. Questions regarding teacher perceptions of implementation were included in the same
survey as the questions used to collect the other teacher perception data. Therefore, the same
fourteen teachers who taught Kindergarten students during the targeted school years of 2017-18
and 2018-19 responded to the implementation questions.
The Degree to Which Strategies and Tools were Utilized in the Exploration and
Installation Phases. Teachers were asked to state the degree to which each strategy or tool
aligned to the Exploration and Installation Phases of implementing the CR SEL MTSS was
utilized. This was done with a 5-point Likert scale where 1 meant the strategy or tool was very
poorly utilized and 5 meant the strategy or tool was very well utilized. Table 19 provides the
means and standard deviations for the responses by strategy/tool.
Overall, the teachers reported that the strategies and tools in the exploration and
installation phases of the CR SEL MTSS implementation were well utilized. The most wellutilized strategies and tools were analyzing data to determine the prevalence of need and
selecting the targeted areas of need to be addressed (M = 4.29). The least well-utilized strategy
was the discussion and selection of additional programs and practices for continued exploration
(M = 3.86).
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Table 19
The Degree to Which Strategies and Tools were Utilized in the Exploration and Installation
Phases of CR SEL MTSS Implementation
Strategy / Tool
Data was Analyzed to Determine Need and Prevalence of Need

Mean
4.29

SD
.83

Targeted Areas of Need were Selected to be Addressed

4.29

.83

Information and Results of Exploration Activities were Analyzed

4.21

.58

Programs, Practices, and Interventions Already in Place were
Reviewed

4.21

.58

Methods to Promote Exploration and Assess Buy-in for Impacted
Stakeholders were Developed and Utilized

4.14

.95

One or More Individuals Acted as a Purveyor of the CR SEL MTSS

4.14

.95

Implementation Team Made Recommendations Regarding
Implementation of Interventions

4.07

.83

A Plan for Communication the Exploration Process was in Place

4.00

.96

An Implementation Team was Developed to Explore the CR SEL
MTSS

3.93

1.07

Additional Programs and Practices were Discussed and Selected for
Continued Exploration

3.86

1.10

The Degree to Which Strategies and Tools were Utilized in the Initial
Implementation Phase of CR SEL MTSS Implementation. Teachers were asked to state the
degree to which each strategy or tool aligned to the Initial Implementation Phase of
implementing the CR SEL MTSS was utilized, using the same 5-point Likert scale from survey
question 12. Table 20 provides the means and standard deviations for the responses by
strategy/tool.
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The teachers reported the strategies and tools in the initial implementation phase of the
CR SEL MTSS implementation were also well utilized. The most well-utilized strategies and
tools were the development of a support plan by leadership to promote persistence in the use of
the intervention, the use of data systems to measure and report outcomes, and the development of
plans for the following year’s implementation of the intervention (M = 4.43). The least wellutilized strategy was the development of a written coaching plan for teachers implementing the
intervention (M = 3.86).
Table 20
The Degree to Which Strategies and Tools were Utilized in the Initial Implementation Phase of
CR SEL MTSS Implementation
Strategy / Tool
Data Systems were in Place for Measuring and Reporting Outcomes

Mean
4.43

SD
.65

Leadership Developed a Support Plan to Promote Persistence in the
Utilization of the Intervention

4.43

.51

Plans were Developed for the Following Year’s Implementation of
the Intervention

4.43

.51

Communication Plans were Developed and Utilized to Inform
Stakeholders of Important Dates and Activities

4.36

.84

Initial Implementation Challenges were Collected and Analyzed

4.29

.47

Revisions to the Intervention were Recommended and Reviewed by
the Implementation Team

4.29

.47

Protocols were Developed and Utilized for Identifying Barriers and
Solving Problems

4.14

.77

A Coaching System was Developed for Teachers Implementing the
Intervention

3.93

.83

A Written Coaching Plan was Developed for Teachers Implementing
the Intervention

3.86

.86
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A final, open-ended survey question (question 16) was included to allow the respondents
to add any information they wished to share regarding the overall student outcomes or initial
implementation of the CR SEL MTSS. Ten of the fourteen respondents provided additional
information by answering question 16. Most of the information was positive elaboration on the
teachers’ survey responses. Full-text answers to question 16 can be found in Appendix H.
The findings described in this chapter will be discussed in Chapter 5, which will include a
discussion of the findings and recommendations for practice and for future study.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion and Recommendations
Chapter five reports the major findings of the current study and includes a discussion
regarding those findings. Recommendations for practice and recommendations for further study
are provided.
Major Findings
The first research question was what differences are there in the overall numbers of office
referrals for students in kindergarten during the 2017-2018 school year who were not exposed to
the CR SEL MTSS and of students in kindergarten during the 2018-2019 school year who were
exposed to the CR-SEL MTSS? Students who were not exposed to the CR SEL MTSS had a
much greater average number of office referrals than did students who were exposed to the initial
implementation of the CR SEL MTSS. However, this difference was not significant at p < .05.
The second research question was what differences are there in fall to spring growth
scores on the Letter Sounds subtest of the FastBridge Learning earlyReading assessment for
students in kindergarten during the 2017-2018 school year who were not exposed to the CR SEL
MTSS and of students in kindergarten during the 2018-2019 school year who were exposed to
the CR SEL MTSS?
The third research question was what differences are there in fall to spring growth scores
on the Number Identification subtest of the FastBridge Early Learning Mathematics assessment
for students in kindergarten during the 2017-2018 school year who were not exposed to the CRSEL MTSS and of students in kindergarten during the 2018-2019 school year who were exposed
to the CR-SEL MTSS?
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Academically, students exposed to the CR SEL MTSS showed small decreases in
measured reading skill and no difference in measured math skill.
The fourth research question was following the implementation of a CR SEL MTSS, did
Kindergarten teachers report perceived differences in cultural responsiveness, school climate,
student behavior and associated social-emotional skills, teacher self-efficacy, and/or, students’
academic and social-emotional readiness for first grade. The fifth research question was
following the implementation of a CR SEL MTSS, what did Kindergarten teachers report
regarding their perception of the implementation process?
Overall, teachers perceived that the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS had a positive
impact on all areas included in the study and that each component of the CR SEL MTSS
contributed to that positive impact. Additionally, teachers’ perceptions of the implementation of
the CR SEL MTSS at the Exploration, Installation, and Initial Implementation Phases were all
positive.
Discussion
Student outcome data collected and analyzed in the current study revealed mixed
outcomes while teacher perception data were consistently positive across all areas studied.
Students’ Behavioral Outcomes
Because the CR SEL MTSS was so heavily focused on providing students tools to
successfully integrate social-emotional skills, it is not surprising that the school would have a
reduction in the average number of office referrals, even in the initial implementation year.
Specifically, the Calm Room component of the CR SEL MTSS provided alternative means for
students to de-escalate their emotions and behaviors before an office referral became necessary.
In addition, the Tier III Classroom component of the CR SEL MTSS was designed to provide a
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specific space for students with the most significant social emotional needs to work on those
skills in a small group setting with highly trained staff to reduce the need for those students to be
referred for traditional means of discipline such as suspension. Although the difference in the
average number of office referrals was not statistically significant, it is noteworthy that any
reduction in the average number of office referrals year over year could be beneficial to teachers’
self-efficacy, to student success, and to school climate. Previous research has shown that
universal school-based social-emotional programs have reduced antisocial behavior in students
which is in line with the decreases in office referrals seen as part of the current study (Sklad et
al., 2012). And SEL instruction has been shown to improve school climate through less use of
punitive discipline and a more inviting learning environment (Durlak et al., 2011), which aligns
well with teachers’ reports of increased self-efficacy and school climate following the initial
implementation of the CR SEL MTSS.
Students’ Academic Outcomes
Students in the cohort who were part of the initial CR SEL MTSS implementation were
statistically different than their peers who were not part of the initial CR SEL MTSS
implementation in terms of growth on the Letter Sounds subtest of the FastBridge earlyReading
test. Exposure to the CR SEL MTSS had a small and slightly negative effect on Letter Sound
scores in the first year of its implementation (F = 8.37, p = .004). The Numeral Identification
subtest scores did not show a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level between
cohorts, with the scores for the cohort that was not exposed to the CR SEL MTSS again being
higher than scores for the cohort that was exposed to the CR SEL MTSS. Therefore, exposure to
the CR SEL MTSS, had little to no effect on spring Numeral Identification scores.
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Only the Begindergarten component of the CR SEL MTSS specifically targeted academic
skills and in doing so, only targeted measurement of skill at the beginning of kindergarten. It was
the implementation team’s hypothesis that academic gains would be secondary to socialemotional and behavioral gains during the CR SEL MTSS. Since the academic measures were
only able to be studied during the initial year of implementation, and much of the research
surrounding the academic impacts of SEL interventions suggests a chronology of skill
development that moves from SEL competency to improved school attitude to improved
academic performance, it is not surprising that the cohort exposed to the CR SEL MTSS would
not show greater growth in their academic skills (Durlak et al., 2011; Sklad et al., 2012;
Weissberg et al., 2015). I did not, however, anticipate that there would be a negative difference
in the academic skills growth.
In contemplating potential explanations for this, it is feasible to believe that the added
emphasis on social-emotional learning and behavior meant slightly less emphasis on academic
instruction during the initial year of implementation. Combined with the fact that Begindergarten
changed the way the teachers taught during the first two full weeks of school, meaning there
were ten fewer days of academic instruction occurring, the small negative differences are
understandable. Additionally, it is important to remember that the Letter Sounds and Numeral
Identification subtests of the FastBridge suite of assessments measure very specific academic
skillsets that may not have been the most positively or negatively impacted academic skills
during the CR SEL MTSS implementation.
Teachers’ Perceptions of CR SEL MTSS Impact
Teachers rated every aspect of the CR SEL MTSS as having a positive impact on every
area measured within the survey: culturally responsive practices, school climate, classroom
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behavior, teacher self-efficacy, and first-grade readiness. The means of the five areas studied
ranged from 3.75 to 3.98 on a 5-point Likert scale. The teachers perceived that the CR SEL
MTSS had the most positive impact on teacher self-efficacy (M = 3.98) and the least positive
impact on students’ first grade readiness (M = 3.75).
Teacher self-efficacy was not the area most highly targeted by the implementation team
when designing the CR SEL MTSS. So, the perception that this was the most positively
impacted study area is an unintended byproduct of the work done during the exploration,
installation, and initial implementation process. Teacher self-efficacy is directly related to other
positive student outcomes, including students’ academic achievement (Bray-Clark & Bates,
2003; Hattie, 2009), so to increase self-efficacy means potential additional improvements in
students’ educational outcomes as the CR SEL MTSS moves from initial implementation to full
implementation.
First grade readiness was the area most highly targeted by the implementation team when
designing the CR SEL MTSS. However, given the hypothesis that students’ improved SEL and
behavior skills would ultimately lead to greater academic skills, the full vision of the
implementation team was not able to be realized during the first year of implementation, which is
demonstrated in the teachers perceiving a less positive impact in this area of study. This is not
surprising when the findings in previous SEL research (Bavarian et al., 2013; Durlak et al., 2011
& Sklad et al., 2012) are considered in conjunction with the processes in the next stages of
implementation (Bertram et al., 2015; Blasé et al., 2012) and the overall length of time it
generally takes to implement an MTSS (Brown-Chidsey & Bickford, 2016; Lyon, 2017).
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Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of Individual CR SEL MTSS Components
In terms of the impact of individual components of the CR SEL MTSS, Begindergarten,
Tier III Classroom, Peacemaker Curriculum, and Calm Room were consistently rated as being
perceived as the top four most impactful components across the areas of study, except within the
area of teacher self-efficacy, where the Seven Grandfathers’ Teachings replaced Calm Room in
the top four. On the other end of the spectrum, the Second Step Curriculum was consistently
rated the least impactful component of the CR SEL MTSS.
Begindergarten was the one component the implementation team spent the most time
exploring and installing prior to its initial implementation. Teachers had input into the design and
worked to build the details of the Begindergarten intervention, meaning it was likely the most
well-executed of the CR SEL MTSS components. It logically follows and is supported in the
literature (Durlak et al.; Lyon, 2017) that the teachers would therefore perceive this intervention
to have had a significantly positive effect. However, the Tier III Classroom was the component
of the CR SEL MTSS into which the implementation team and teachers had the least amount of
input. The Tier III Classroom intervention was primarily administratively driven as a response to
significant behavioral needs. This would suggest that both teacher-driven and administratively
driven interventions can be perceived as positive and successful within a broader MTSS.
Although it is a research-based curriculum, Second Step was rated as the least impactful
component of the CR SEL MTSS. In terms of implementation, Second Step was the last
component to be explored, installed, and implemented. It is logical that the shorter window with
which to judge that component’s implementation meant that teachers also had less time to
perceive any positive outcomes that would flow from its use.
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Teachers’ Perceptions of the Utilization of Strategies and Tools in the Exploration and
Installation Phases of Implementation
Within the Exploration and Installation Phases, teachers perceived that all the strategies
and tools used in these phases were well utilized. Teachers reported the most well-utilized
strategies and tools were data was analyzed to determine need and prevalence of need, targeted
areas of need were selected to be addressed, information and results of exploration activities
were analyzed, and programs, practices, and interventions already in place were reviewed.
Teachers perceived that the least well-utilized strategies and tools were additional programs and
practices that were discussed and selected for continued exploration and an implementation team
was developed to explore the CR SEL MTSS.
Teachers’ Perceptions of the Utilization of Strategies and Tools in the Initial Implementation
Phase of Implementation
Finally, with regard to teachers’ perceptions of the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS
and the Initial Implementation phase, all of the strategies and tools were perceived as being wellutilized, with the three strategies/tools being perceived as most well-utilized: data systems were
in place for measuring and reporting outcomes, leadership developed a support plan to promote
persistence in the utilization of the intervention, and plans were developed for the following
year’s implementation of the intervention. The strategies that were perceived to be least wellutilized were a written coaching plan was developed for teachers implementing the interventions
and a coaching system was developed for teachers implementing the intervention.
Recommendations for Practice
Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that administrators utilize a
structured process, such as implementation science, when studying and implementing a broad-
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based intervention such as a CR SEL MTSS. Teachers’ overall positive views of the CR SEL
MTSS’s impact are very likely due to the time and energy spent in the exploration and
installation phases which set them up for success in the initial implementation of the
intervention. Having teachers who know the why and how of any intervention will lead to greater
levels of buy-in and a greater likelihood of overall success rather than a feeling of initiative
fatigue that can come from multiple failed attempts at large-scale change.
It is also recommended that culturally responsive practices be considered a key element
of any large-scale intervention. Although the intervention specific to this study was implemented
with a majority-minority population, it is important that the backgrounds and experiences of all
students in a school or classroom be taken into consideration when designing interventions. Only
then can the students see themselves within the process and/or the relevance of the intervention
to their lives.
Finally, it is recommended that schools consider organizing their interventions into a
framework such as an MTSS. Utilizing a structure such as MTSS allows everyone to understand
how individual interventions interact more fully with and relate to one another; how students
move between levels of need and therefore higher or lower levels of support; and how individual
adult roles fit within the broader system to provide the highest quality support possible to every
student.
Limitations and Recommendations for Further Study
There are limitations of the current study that could be improved upon in future research
and there are several additional areas that would benefit from further study.
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Limitations to Consider for Future Study
The inability to study the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS across multiple years due
to the interruption caused by the COVID-19 global pandemic is an unfortunate but real limitation
of the current study. Initially intended to be a three-year study in which student outcomes and
teacher perceptions were measured after full implementation of the CR SEL MTSS, addressing
this limitation in future similar studies is recommended.
Additionally, the student outcome measures chosen for this study were primarily chosen
because they were existing data. Choosing student outcome measures that are based more solidly
in prior research would potentially provide more accurate data regarding the impact of the
intervention’s implementation on students’ behavior and academics.
Finally, comparing two different kindergarten cohorts pre- and post-intervention was a
limitation of this study. Studying the outcomes of the intervention using a quasi-experimental
design in which one school’s kindergarten students were exposed to the intervention while
another school’s kindergarten students were not could provide a closer comparison and yield
more accurate data regarding the full impact of the intervention on each of the measured
outcomes.
Recommendations for Further Study
First, future studies could examine more closely the impacts of individual components of
a CR SEL MTSS. For example, since teachers perceived that Begindergarten and Tier III
Classrooms were two of the components with the most positive impact on the areas studied, it
could be useful to know the degree to which these individual components contribute to the
overall success or failure of an MTSS. This would likely require a slower implementation in

93

which individual components were added across time rather than the singular implementation
undertaken as part of the broader intervention targeted in this study.
Although this study did not examine the fidelity of implementation of either the CR SEL
MTSS overall or its individual components, the four components rated as the most impactful
were anecdotally the four components most consistently utilized across the entire Kindergarten
center and across the entire year of initial implementation. Studies examining teacher perceptions
of positive impact in relation to the level of fidelity within the implementation process could help
identify any gaps between how teachers feel about the implementation and the actual use of the
intervention on a consistent basis.
Finally, it is important to study implementation beyond the initial implementation phase
no matter what intervention is being implemented. It is recommended that similar CR SEL
MTSS models be studied over the course of time to examine whether the teacher perceptions of
positive impact noted in this study play out in students’ behavioral and academic outcomes as the
intervention moves into full implementation.
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Appendix A
Survey Cover Letter

Date:
Dear

:

You are invited to participate in a research study being conducted by Dustin Hinckley for a
dissertation under the advisement of Dr. Karen Card in the Division of Educational
Administration and Leadership at the University of South Dakota.
The purpose of the study is to determine the academic achievement and behavioral outcomes of
implementing a Culturally Responsive Social-Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered System of
Support (CR SEL MTSS) at the Anishinaabe Early Childhood Center. The study will also
determine whether Kindergarten teachers perceived differences in school climate and student
behavior following the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS and will investigate Kindergarten
teachers’ perceptions of the CR SEL MTSS implementation process.
We are inviting you to be in this study because you taught Kindergarten students at the
Anishinaabe Early Childhood Center in both 2017-2018 and 2018-2019. If you agree to
participate, we would like you to complete an anonymous online survey that will ask you
questions about your experience with and perceptions surrounding the implementation and
outcomes of the CR SEL MTSS. The survey has sixteen questions and will take approximately
ten to fifteen minutes to complete. Twenty people have been asked to complete it.
You will be contacted via e-mail approximately one week after receiving this letter to remind
you of the request to complete the survey. If you do not wish to participate in the survey, simply
disregard these requests. If you do participate in the survey, you can skip any questions you
prefer not to answer.
The information you provide will be kept anonymous to ensure that it cannot be linked to you.
However, federal regulatory agencies and the University of South Dakota Institutional Review
Board (a committee that reviews and approves research studies) may inspect and copy records
pertaining to this research.
If a report is written about this study, it will be done in such a way that you cannot be identified.
There are no known risks from being in this study, and you will not benefit personally. However,
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we hope that others may benefit in the future from what we learn as a result of this study.
While your survey responses will be anonymous, given that the surveys can be completed from
any computer (e.g., personal, work, school), we are unable to guarantee the security of the
computer on which you choose to enter your responses. As a participant in this study, you should
be aware that certain "key logging" software programs exist that can be used to track or capture
data that you enter and/or websites that you visit.
Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary. If you decide not to be in this
study, or if you stop participating at any time, you will not be penalized or lose any benefits for
which you are otherwise entitled.
If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints now or later, you may contact us at the
number below. If you have any questions about your rights as a human subject, complaints,
concerns or wish to talk to someone who is independent of the research, contact the Office for
Human Subjects Protections at 605-658-3743. Thank you for your time.

Dustin Hinckley, Doctoral Student
Dr. Karen Card, Advisor & Associate Professor of Educational Leadership
University of South Dakota
Division of Educational Leadership
Delzell Education Center
414 E. Clark St.
Vermillion, SD 57069
605-658-6614
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Appendix B
Survey Follow-Up Letter

Date:
Dear

:

You were sent invitation to participate in a research study being conducted by Dustin Hinckley
for a dissertation under the advisement of Dr. Karen Card in the Division of Educational
Administration and Leadership at the University of South Dakota. This second email is a request
for you to consider completing the survey if you have not already done so.
The purpose of the study is to determine the academic achievement and behavioral outcomes of
implementing a Culturally Responsive Social-Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered System of
Support (CR SEL MTSS) at the Anishinaabe Early Childhood Center. The study will also
determine whether Kindergarten teachers perceived differences in school climate and student
behavior following the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS and will investigate Kindergarten
teachers’ perceptions of the CR SEL MTSS implementation process.
We are inviting you to be in this study because you taught Kindergarten students at the
Anishinaabe Early Childhood Center in both 2017-2018 and 2018-2019. If you agree to
participate, we would like you to complete an anonymous online survey that will ask you
questions about your experience with and perceptions surrounding the implementation and
outcomes of the CR SEL MTSS. The survey has sixteen questions and will take approximately
ten to fifteen minutes to complete. Twenty people have been asked to complete it.
If you do not wish to participate in the survey, simply disregard these requests. If you do
participate in the survey, you can skip any questions you prefer not to answer.
The information you provide will be kept anonymous to ensure that it cannot be linked to you.
However, federal regulatory agencies and the University of South Dakota Institutional Review
Board (a committee that reviews and approves research studies) may inspect and copy records
pertaining to this research.
If a report is written about this study, it will be done in such a way that you cannot be identified.
There are no known risks from being in this study, and you will not benefit personally. However,
we hope that others may benefit in the future from what we learn as a result of this study.
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While your survey responses will be anonymous, given that the surveys can be completed from
any computer (e.g., personal, work, school), we are unable to guarantee the security of the
computer on which you choose to enter your responses. As a participant in this study, you should
be aware that certain "key logging" software programs exist that can be used to track or capture
data that you enter and/or websites that you visit.
Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary. If you decide not to be in this
study, or if you stop participating at any time, you will not be penalized or lose any benefits for
which you are otherwise entitled.
If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints now or later, you may contact us at the
number below. If you have any questions about your rights as a human subject, complaints,
concerns or wish to talk to someone who is independent of the research, contact the Office for
Human Subjects Protections at 605-658-3743. Thank you for your time.

Dustin Hinckley, Doctoral Student
Dr. Karen Card, Advisor & Associate Professor of Educational Leadership
University of South Dakota
Division of Educational Leadership
Delzell Education Center
414 E. Clark St.
Vermillion, SD 57069
605-658-6614
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Appendix C
Implementation and Outcomes of a Culturally Responsive Social Emotional Multi-Tiered
System of Support for Anishinaabe Kindergarteners - Teacher Survey
You have been selected to complete this survey because you taught Kindergarten students at the
Anishinaabe Early Childhood Center in both 2017-2018 and 2018-2019. Please answer the
following questions as accurately and honestly as you can. In doing so, it may be helpful for you
to locate a class list from each of these school years or to think back on the students in each of
the classes before you begin. Your responses are anonymous.
Section I: Demographics
1. Did you teach Kindergarten students at the Anishinaabe Early Childhood Center in both
2017-2018 and 2018-2019? (If no, survey ends with a thank you for your willingness to
participate).
Section II: Student & Staff Outcomes
Subpart A: Culturally Responsive Practices
Thinking back to 2017-2018, you will recall participating in discussions and planning for
elements of a Culturally Responsive Social-Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered System of Support
(CR SEL MTSS) such as Begindergarten and Calm Rooms. The first year of implementation of
the CR SEL MTSS was 2018-2019.
2. What impact, if any, would you say the following components of the CR SEL MTSS had on
culturally responsive practices in your classroom between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly
Negative
Impact

Negative
Impact

Neutral /
No Impact

Positive
Impact

Significantly
Positive
Impact

1

2

3

4

5

Seven
Grandfathers’
Teachings
Begindergarten
Responsive
Classroom
Strategies
Classroom Calm
Space
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Peacemaker
Curriculum
Second Step
Curriculum
Calm Room
Tier II Small
Group SEL
Instruction
Scheduled Sensory
Breaks
Scheduled Calm
Room Visits
Tier III Classroom
Functional
Behavioral
Assessment and
Individual
Behavior Plans
Individual Mental
Health Therapy
Special Education
& Related Services
3. Regarding cultural responsiveness, how would you say the following practices changed in
your classroom between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly
Deterioriated
1

Deteriorated
2

Students’ culture
shapes curriculum
and instruction
Real-world issues
are brought into
the classroom
High expectations
for all students
Respect for
students’

119

Remained
the Same
3

Improved
4

Significantly
Improved
5

differences is
promoted
Collaboration with
families and the
local community
Culturally
responsive ways of
communicating
Reflection on
one’s own cultural
lens
Recognition and
redress of bias in
the system

Subpart B: School Climate
4. What impact, if any, would you say the following components of the CR SEL MTSS had on
school climate between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly
Negative
Impact

Negative
Impact

Neutral /
No Impact

Positive
Impact

Significantly
Positive
Impact

1

2

3

4

5

Seven Grandfathers’
Teachings
Begindergarten
Responsive Classroom
Strategies
Classroom Calm Spaces
Peacemaker Curriculum
Second Step Curriculum
Calm Room
Tier II Small Group SEL
Instruction
Scheduled Sensory
Breaks
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Scheduled Calm Room
Visits
Tier III Classroom
Functional Behavioral
Assessment and
Individual Behavior Plans
Individual Mental Health
Therapy
Special Education &
Related Services
5. Regarding school climate, how would you say the following indicators changed between
2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly
Deteriorated

Deteriorated

Remained
the Same

Improved

Significantly
Improved

1

2

3

4

5

Interpersonal
relationships
between and
among
students,
teachers, and
staff
Equitable
and fair
treatment of
students by
teachers and
staff
Competition
and social
comparison
between
students
Students,
teachers, and
staff
contributions
to decision121

Unknown

making at the
school
Quality of
instruction
Teacher
expectations
of student
achievement
Monitoring
of student
progress
Prompt
reporting of
student
progress to
students and
parents

Subpart C: Student Behavior
6. What impact, if any, would you say the following components of the CR SEL MTSS had on
student behavior in your classroom between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly
Negative
Impact

Negative
Impact

Neutral /
No
Impact

Positive
Impact

Significantly
Positive
Impact

1

2

3

4

5

Seven Grandfathers’
Teachings
Begindergarten
Responsive Classroom
Strategies
Classroom Calm
Spaces
Peacemaker
Curriculum
Second Step
Curriculum
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Calm Room
Tier II Small Group
SEL Instruction
Scheduled Sensory
Breaks
Scheduled Calm Room
Visits
Tier III Classroom
Functional Behavioral
Assessment and
Individual Behavior
Plans
Individual Mental
Health Therapy
Special Education &
Related Services
7. Regarding student behavior and associated social emotional skills, how would you say the
following student behaviors/skills changed in your classroom between 2017-2018 and 20182019?
Significantly Deteriorated Remained Improved Significantly
Deteriorated
the Same
Improved
1
2
3
4
5
Student SelfAwareness
Student SelfManagement
Student DecisionMaking Skills
Student Relationship
Skills
Student SocialAwareness
Overall Student
Behavior
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Subpart D: Teacher Self-Efficacy
8. What impact, if any, would you say the following components of the CR SEL MTSS had on
your belief in your own ability to effectively manage situations that arise during teaching
(self-efficacy) between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly Negative Neutral /
Negative
Impact No Impact
Impact
1

2

Seven Grandfathers’
Teachings
Begindergarten
Responsive Classroom
Strategies
Classroom Calm Spaces
Peacemaker Curriculum
Second Step Curriculum
Calm Room
Tier II Small Group
SEL Instruction
Scheduled Sensory
Breaks
Scheduled Calm Room
Visits
Tier III Classroom
Functional Behavioral
Assessment and
Individual Behavior
Plans
Individual Mental
Health Therapy
Special Education &
Related Services
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3

Positive
Impact

Significantly
Positive
Impact

4

5

9. Regarding your belief in your own ability to effectively manage situations that arise during
teaching (self-efficacy), how would you say the following skills changed in your classroom
between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly
Deteriorated

Deteriorated

Remained
the Same

Improved

Significantly
Improved

1

2

3

4

5

Persistence in Helping
Students Having
Difficulty
Confidence in
Teaching SocialEmotional Skills
Effectiveness in
Planning for Academic
Lessons
Setting High
Expectations for Self
Setting High
Expectations for
Students
Effectiveness in
Responding to Stressful
and Challenging
Situations
Willingness to Try
New Strategies

Subpart E: Students’ 1st Grade Readiness
10. What impact, if any, would you say the following components of the CR SEL MTSS had on
your students’ readiness for 1st grade between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly
Negative
Impact

Negative
Impact

Neutral /
No
Impact

Positive
Impact

Significantly
Positive
Impact

1

2

3

4

5

Seven Grandfathers’
Teachings
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Begindergarten
Responsive Classroom
Strategies
Classroom Calm
Spaces
Peacemaker
Curriculum
Second Step
Curriculum
Calm Room
Tier II Small Group
SEL Instruction
Scheduled Sensory
Breaks
Scheduled Calm
Room Visits
Tier III Classroom
Functional Behavioral
Assessment and
Individual Behavior
Plans
Individual Mental
Health Therapy
Special Education &
Related Services
11. Regarding students’ readiness for 1st grade, how would you say the following skills changed
in your classroom between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019?
Significantly Deteriorated Remained Improved
Deteriorated
the Same
1
2
3
4
Reading Skills
Mathematics Skills
Written Language
Skills
Foundational /
Background
Knowledge
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Significantly
Improved
5

Social-Emotional
Skills
Problem-Solving
Skills
Level of
Independence
Overall Readiness for
1st Grade

Section III: Implementation
The following two questions utilize the National Implementation Science Network’s Stages of
Implementation Analysis Tool to help you think about individual components involved in
implementing the CR SEL MTSS.
Thinking back to 2017-2018, you will recall participating in discussions and planning for
elements of a Culturally Responsive Social-Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered System of Support
(CR SEL MTSS) such as Begindergarten and Calm Rooms during Professional Learning Team
meetings.
12. During 2017-2018, in the Exploration and Installation Phases of the CR SEL MTSS, to what
degree would you say the following strategies and tools were utilized?
Very
Poorly
Utilized
1

Poorly
Utilized

Neutral

Well
Utilized

2

3

4

One or more individuals acted
as a purveyor (individual
actively working to implement
a practice or program with
fidelity and good effect) of the
CR SEL MTSS
An implementation team was
developed to explore the CR
SEL MTSS
A plan for communicating the
exploration process was in
place
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Very
Well
Utilized
5

Data was analyzed to
determine need and prevalence
of need
Targeted areas of need were
selected to be addressed
Programs, practices, and
interventions already in place
were reviewed
Additional programs and
practices were discussed and
selected for continued
exploration
Methods to promote
exploration and assess buy-in
for impacted stakeholders were
developed and utilized
Information and results of
exploration activities were
analyzed
Implementation team made
recommendations regarding
implementation of
interventions

Thinking back to 2018-2019, you will recall the first implementation of the CR SEL MTSS,
including the first year of Begindergarten and the first year Calm Rooms were utilized in the
Kindergarten Center.
13. During 2018-2019, in the Initial Implementation Phase of the CR SEL MTSS, to what degree
would you say the following strategies and tools were utilized?
Very
Poorly
Utilized

Poorly
Utilized

Neutral

Well
Utilized

Very
Well
Utilized

1

2

3

4

5

Communication plans were
developed and utilized to
inform stakeholders of
important dates and activities
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Protocols were developed and
utilized for identifying barriers
and solving problems
Leadership developed a
support plan to promote
persistence in the utilization of
the intervention
A written coaching plan was
developed for teachers
implementing the intervention
A coaching system was
developed for teachers
implementing the intervention
Data systems were in place for
measuring and reporting
outcomes
Initial implementation
challenges were collected and
analyzed
Revisions to the intervention
were recommended and
reviewed by the
implementation team
Plans were developed for the
following year’s
implementation of the
intervention

Section IV: Open-Ended Questions
14. Thinking back on the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS, what do you believe were
the most important positive student outcomes, if any?
15. If there were any negative student outcomes related to the initial implementation of the CR
SEL MTSS, please describe them here.
16. Do you have any additional information to share regarding your perceptions of the overall
student outcomes or initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS at Kindergarten Center?

129

Appendix D
Survey Question Matrix
Survey Question

Research Question

2: Regarding school climate, how
would you say the following
indicators changed between 20172018 and 2018-2019?

4.a

3: Regarding student behavior and
associated social emotional skills,
how would you say the following
indicators changed between 20172018 and 2018-2019?

Research Base
•

•
•

Cohen, J., McCabe, E.M.,
Michelli, N.M., & Pickeral,
T. (2009).
Freiberg, H.J. (Ed.). (1999).
Loukas, A. (2007).

4.b

•

CASEL Framework

4: Regarding your belief in your
own ability to effectively manage
situations that arise during
teaching, how would you say the
following indicators changed
between 2017-2018 and 20182019?

4.c

•

Bray-Clark, N. & Bates, R.
(2003).
Implications for
Professional Development.
Vol. XXVI, No. 1 The
Professional Educator

5: Regarding students’ readiness
for 1st grade, how would you say
the following indicators changed
between 2017-2018 and 20182019?

4.d

•

Minnesota State Standards

6: During 2017-2018, in the
Exploration and Installation
Phases of the CR SEL MTSS, to
what degree would you say the
following indicators were utilized?

5

•

National Implementation
Science Network’s Stages
of Implementation Analysis
Tool
Fixsen, D. (2009).
Tichnor-Wagner, A.,
Wachen, J., Cannata, M., &
Cohen-Vogel, L. (2017).

•

•
•

7: During 2018-2019, in the Initial
Implementation Phase of the CR
SEL MTSS, to what degree would
you say the following indicators
were utilized?
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Appendix E
Survey Critique Sheet
Please review the enclosed survey regarding the Initial Implementation of a Culturally
Responsive Social-Emotional Learning Multi-Tiered System of Support (CR SEL MTSS) for
Anishinaabe Kindergarten students. The purpose of the survey is to gauge teacher perceptions
regarding student outcomes related to the implementation as well as the overall implementation
process itself.
After your review, please critique the survey by answering the questions on this sheet. Your
responses will assist in the development of the final form of the survey which will be used to
gather data from teachers involved in the implementation of the CR SEL MTSS.
1. The time required to complete this survey was:
•
•
•
•

Less than 5 minutes
5 to 10 minutes
10 to 15 minutes
More than 15 minutes

2. The words used in the survey questions descriptions and questions themselves were:
• Familiar and understandable
• Some words were unfamiliar, but I could still accurately answer the question
• The words were confusing and/or unfamiliar, which impeded my ability to
accurately answer each question
3. Please identify any survey question(s) you felt was/were too vague, confusing, or hard
to understand. What changes could be made to improve this/these question(s)?
4. Please identify any survey question(s) you felt was/were irrelevant or inapplicable to
teachers involved in the CR SEL MTSS implementation. Should this/these question(s) be
changed, or should it/they be removed from the survey?
5. Please identify anything you believe is missing from the survey.
6. Please write any suggestions regarding what could be done to improve the survey.
7. Please include any additional comments that you may have regarding this survey.
Thank you for your assistance in critiquing this survey! Your responses will assist in
strengthening the survey as well as the overall study.
Sincerely,
Dustin Hinckley
Doctoral Student, USD
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Appendix F
Survey Responses to Question 14
Thinking back on the initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS, what do you believe were the
most important positive student outcomes, if any?
Response

Respondent #

1

Students and staff building positive connections, increasing staff’s awareness
to their personal biases to best serve the population they were working with,
increasing cultural competence to help students and families feel valued and
known. Students learned critical skills like problem solving, independent
thinking, how to manage hard emotions, recognizing feelings, and how to
handle crisis and use self-regulation tools. Student got to learn about their
ancestry and tie it into how they go about living today.

4

Students were able to self-regulate themselves.

5

Focusing on the Seven Grandfather's Teachings gives us a good framework
to build from. Taking the time for Begindergarten made a huge difference.
The small groups allowed time for modeling and redirection. Intentionally
teaching SEL strategies was also very helpful.

6

The most positive student outcomes was Kindergarten students learning how
to regulate their emotions through SEL and calm room support.

7

Students SEL needs were better supported with the CR. With more of a
focus on SEL, we saw significant improvement in SEL skills. Overall, there
was more support with more staff available for students to work through and
educate the SEL needs of students.

132

8

Students were given the time to gradually adjust to school with the slower /
half-time start of kindergarten during the first month. In my opinion this had
the greatest impact on our students in that they were given time to adjust to
school, learn new SEL skills, and be able to practice them in a smaller group
setting.

9

Positive student outcomes were self-regulation, they were better able to work
with their peers to solve problems and work together, the students knew and
understood the rules and routines of school, students were aware of the
grandfather teachings and what it looked and sounded like, the students met
and knew all of the other teachers, built confidence and self-esteem for staff
and students

10

I would have to say, Begindergarten is 1st, Calm room is 2nd, and Tier 3
classroom would be 3rd.

11

The focus on Seven Grandfather teachings encourages students to live up to
these expectations.

12

Smaller class sizes, more individual attention, and teaching basic skills (how
to stand in line, etc) gave students a logical foundation to build on and be
more successful in school.

13

Student negative behaviors decreased exponentially. Support systems were
put in place for struggling students. Rate of pull-out due to behaviors
significantly decreased. Empathy and response to SEL, zones of regulations,
peacemaker teachings and seven grandfathers increased. All areas of our
school were kept on board and included in the process. Emphasis on the
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culture of the Anishinaabe Ojibway began to rise. All this helped with
making gains on student achievement and wellness for students and staff
alike. It was beautiful.
14

Communication allows the student self-awareness.
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Appendix G
Survey Responses to Question 15
If there were any negative student outcomes related to the initial implementation of the CR SEL
MTSS, please describe them here.
Respondent #

4

Response
Students thought that going to the Calm Room was fun so they would act up
to go there.

6

When Kindergarten class lists were made, they were based on MTSS data.
One classroom both years had the highest number of SPED students which
made this classroom have very high needs students. The students in this
classroom did not receive the support they needed to be successful due to the
volume of high needs students.

7

Both years, the same Kindergarten classroom had multiple students with
very high needs. The classroom lists were created using Begindergarten
data. The method used had a 2 on the students due to the high needs both
behaviorally and academically. There was no extra support for this
classroom.

8

Classrooms were grouped to balance out high needs. However, it is difficult
to predict student behavior, especially when students have ongoing trauma
they are working through, which can progress later on in the year. Some
classrooms were unintentionally unbalanced with a significant amount of
higher behavior needs.
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10

No, I would say they all have some positive outcomes for the children,
parents and teachers.
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Appendix H
Survey Responses to Question 16
Do you have any additional information to share regarding your perceptions of the overall
student outcomes of initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS at the Kindergarten Center?
Respondent #1

1

Response
This was a great program and I think more schools should be implementing
programs like this. Students can’t learn academics until they know how to
handle their emotions and be in a regulated state of mind. SEL skills should
be taught everywhere and relationships before academics is critical.

2

I think we were able to meet students where they were developmentally and
have a good starting point. We were able to meet the needs of students with
challenging and unsafe behaviors from the very beginning.

4

The initial implementation of the CR SEL MTSS at the Kindergarten Center
seemed like it was a lot of work for what you got out of it.

6

The implementation of CR SEL MTSS at the kindergarten center has been
overall a positive outcome.

7

The biggest piece that I feel needs to be looked at closer is the method used
to group students into classrooms. Each year the same classroom gets
stacked with high behavior and academic needs. There is not extra support
for this classroom, and it has a 2 on the students as well as the all teachers
that provide instruction to this classroom. I feel student outcomes move in a
positive direction when supports that are in place are consistent and
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followed through with. When the consistency is absent, students are not
truly getting their needs met.
8

I couldn't imagine going back to not having the slow start that
Begindergarten has provided for our students. It has tremendously
impacted our students in a positive way. The only recommendation I have
would be to offer more behavior support professionals for our high behavior
needs students. Our behavior support staff is spread very thin, which we
could definitely utilize more of on a daily basis.

9

I feel that while it was very positive for the majority of the student body and
a lot of staff, some staff would recommend Tier 3 interventions for any little
behavior for students who did not actually need the services provided at that
level. I do fully believe that CR SEL MTSS is so, so beneficial for students
and all staff, but staff really, really need to put their all into it, instead of
falling back onto old habits or whatever is 'easiest'

11

Several of the items listed on this survey I am not familiar with. It is
difficult to score implementation or levels of success in these areas.

12

Smaller class sizes and more attention to the very basic details of learning
are key!

13*

The initial implementation of this was stellar and implemented with
efficacy in footwork, research, communication, collaboration as well as
celebration.

*Respondent 13 continued with additional response to this question, but the response included
information that was specific to events and decisions that were made outside of the targeted
years of study. This information was intentionally removed before the answer was included in
this report so as not to confuse the reader or muddy the information related to the current study.
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